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Summary

This report reviews the proposal by the California State University to establish a 23+
campus to be known as California State University, Channel Islands. As the State
University's first campus of the 21% century, it will be a full-service campus with
lower division, upper division, and graduate educational services and will be located
in the Ventura County region of the state.

The campus, to be located on the site of the former Camarillo State Hospital in the
City of Camarillo, is planned to open in 2002. When operationalized, and it will ful-
fill along-standing vision for a public four-year university in the region that will im-
prove CSU access for area residents and increase CSU attendance rates for local high
school students.

It is planned that the new campus operate initially in tandem with the CSU Northridge
Ventura Center which is located at the Camarillo site. The center will be phased out
gradually and according to a transition plan and schedule to be developed by the
presidents of CSU Northridge and CSU Channel Islands, and accepted by the Chan-
cellor and the CSU Board of Trustees.

The Commission met via teleconference and approved this report at its meeting on
November 3, 2000. This report is available on the Commission’s Internet website --
Wwww.cpec.ca.gov|. Additional copies of this and other Commission reports may be
ordered by e-mail at |PublicationRequest@cpec.ca.gov|, or by writing the Commission
at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, Ca. 95814-2938; or by telephone at (916)
322-9268.
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1 Conclusions
and Recommendations

Summary  Thisreport reviews the proposal by the California State University (CSU)
of theproposal to establish a campus in the Ventura County region of the state to be
known as Cadlifornia State University, Channel Islands. The proposed
campus will be the State University’s 23" campus and its first of the 21%
century. The new campus will fulfill a longstanding vision for a public
four-year university in the region.

The specific proposals for the California State University, Channel |Is-
lands campus are as follows:

¢+ To open a full-service campus that will provide lower division,
upper division, and graduate educational services on the site of the
former Camarillo State Hospital in the City of Camarillo;

¢ To enroll its first students in the fall of 2002, with an estimated
enrollment of 1,320 full-time-equivalent students (FTES). The
initial enrollment will consist of upper divison transfer and
graduate/postbaccalaureate students. The campus will enroll its
first freshman in the fall of 2003. Enrollment is expected to reach
4,210 FTES by fall 2010 and 5,249 FTES by fall 2018. Full
build-out of the proposed campus would accommodate 15,000
FTES, of which approximately 3,050 would be served through
distance learning facilities;

+ To improve higher education access for residents of the Ventura
County region and improve CSU participation rates for high
school studentsin the area;

+ To operate the new campus initially in tandem with the CSU
Northridge Ventura Center. The center will be gradually phased
out according to a transition plan and schedule agreed to by the
presidents of CSU Northridge and CSU Channel Islands and ac-
cepted by the Chancellor and the CSU Board of Trustees. The an-
ticipated closure of the CSU Ventura Center is tentatively sched-
uled for 2006; and

¢+ To develop educational programs based on local and regiona
needs and open with approximately five academic programs not
currently offered at the CSU Northridge Ventura Center.

Issues Pursuant to its statutory mandate and its responsibility as the State’s long-
and conclusions  range planning advisor for higher education, the California Postsecondary
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Education Commission offers the Governor and the Legislature the fol-
lowing conclusions on the advisability of the proposed California State
University, Channel 1slands campus:

1.

The Commission finds that, although the Ventura County region of-
fers a variety of educational opportunities to its residents, unmet edu-
cational needs exist in the region and statewide. Access to California
State University programs is limited for place-bound students in the
region. Further, data indicate that anticipated enrollment demand for
the California State University system will exceed systemwide capac-
ity by 2003, suggesting that the proposed new campus will help ame-
liorate that shortfall.

The enrollment projections for California State University, Channel
Islands meet the Commission’s criteria for a full-service campus and
have been approved by the Demographic Research Unit of the De-
partment of Finance. The enrollment projections reflect the tandem
operation of both the CSU Channel Islands campus and the CSU
Northridge Ventura Center through the 2005-06 academic year.

The California State University has explored aternatives to the devel-
opment of a new campus such as expansion of existing institutions,
shared facilities, distance learning, and private financing. While these
alternatives would enhance access to some programs, they would be
insufficient in the long run to meet the needs of studentsin the region.

The Commission is impressed with the array of programs designed to
serve disadvantaged and underrepresented groups. These outreach ef-
forts and programs will not only provide a valuable community ser-
vice but will also help foster a college-going culture among K-12 stu-
dents in the area and enhance student preparation for academic work
beyond high school.

While there has been a thoughtful identification of priorities concern-
ing the development of academic programs, the Commission notes
that there is as yet no indication how the programs recommended by
the Academic Directions and Transitions Task Force and the pro-
grams currently existing through the CSUN Ventura Center will be
aligned. Nor is it clear how the diverse projects involving interseg-
mental/inter-campus cooperation that are described in the Needs
Analysis will fit together in the academic master plan.

The capital outlay estimates provided indicate foreseeable capital
costs of approximately $112.4 million during the first 10 years of the
campus. The new campus anticipates ongoing support costs during
the first four years of at least $21.4 million depending on enrollment
growth and the rate at which the CSU Northridge Ventura Center is
phased out. The CSU has estimated an additional $42.4 million in
unspecified renovation and new construction costs by 2011-12. Al-
though the intent has been that revenues arising from the operation of
the CSU Channel Islands Site Authority and the development of the



East campus would provide for a portion of the main campus's capital
outlay needs, these efforts are as yet in their formative stages and it is
unclear how much revenue will be generated or when it would be
available.

. The Commission is satisfied that the criterion for a full analysis of the

costs and benefits of the site has been satisfied. The Commission
agrees with the CSU that adapting the Camarillo State Hospital site
for reuse is anticipated to be less costly than building on an undevel-
oped site.

. The Commission is satisfied that the majority of students from the

Ventura County region will experience reasonable commuting times
in going to and from the campus. The commute times for students
coming from the southern portion of Santa Barbara County, however,
will experience longer commute times and projected growth in the
area may make commuting more difficult over time. The Commis-
sion encourages the CSU to consider how technology would enable
the campus to extend the delivery of its services in these more distant
areas in order to improve access for students who face unreasonable
commute times.

. The proposed campus has strong regional support from local govern-

ments, schools, area community colleges, and other four-year univer-
gities in the area. The Commission notes, that CSU Channel 1slands
will likely have an impact on enrollment levels at neighboring institu-
tions. The institutions most significantly affected will be local com-
munity colleges, CSU Northridge, and, to some extent, private univer-
sitiesin the area. Therefore, the Commission encourages the CSU to
work with local community colleges, CSU Northridge and independ-
ent ingtitutions in the area to ensure that campus growth does not have
a negative impact on these institutions. The Commission also encour-
ages the CSU to develop cordial, collaborative working relationships
with private colleges and universities in the region to ensure that the
development of the Channel 1slands campus does not have a del eteri-
ous impact on these institutions.

10. CSU Channel Idlands planning staff are engaged in developing sev-

eral programs that will involve interagency, intersegmental, and inter-
campus cooperation. These programs demonstrate a spirit of innova-
tion and a commitment to the wider community and will promote
economic efficiency.

Recommendations

The proposal submitted by the California State University for a new uni-
versity in Ventura County has met the review criteria established by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission for a new university
campus. The Commission recommends to the Governor and the Legisla-
ture, pursuant to its statutory responsibilities contained in Sections 66903
and 66904 of the Education Code, that the State authorize the develop-
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ment of California State University, Channel Islands as the 23" campus
of the California State University system.

To ensure that the campus is positioned to meet the needs of students
when it opens in the fall of 2002, the Commission requests that the CSU
submit a timetable for attaining accreditation by the Western Association
of Schools and Colleges (WASC) by March 2001. Accreditation by
WASC is required for students attending the campus to be eligible for
federal student financial assistance and is a prerequisite for the accredita-
tion of teacher preparation programs by the Commission on Teacher Cre-
dentialing.

To ensure that the potential fiscal impact on CSU Northridge are mini-
mized, the Commission encourages that the presidents of the California
State University Northridge and Channel Islands campuses to develop a
transition agreement that schedules the phase out of the CSU Northridge
Ventura Center. The Commission requests a copy of the agreement by
March 2001 following its approval by the California State University
Board of Trustees.

The Commission requests that its staff continue to be consulted during the
evolution of the academic master plan for the CSUCI campus. In particu-
lar, the Commission would like greater clarification on how programs
recommended by the Academic Directions and Transitions Task Force
and the programs currently offered through the CSUN Ventura Center
will be aligned, and how the diverse projects involving intersegmen-
tal/inter-campus cooperation described in the Needs Analysis will fit to-
gether in the academic master plan. The Commission requests a copy of
the developed Academic Master Plan by March 2001.

The development of the core campus will be at least partially dependent
on the success of the California State University Channel 1slands Site Au-
thority to develop and maintain public-private partnerships. Accordingly,
staff recommend that the Commission invite the California State Univer-
Sity to provide an update report in October 2001 on the development of
the eastern portion of the campus and its potentia to generate the re-
sources needed to develop the core campus. Staff also recommend that
the California State University report at that time on efforts by the cam-
pus to maintain collaborative relationships with community colleges and
independent institutions in the area.
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Background to the Proposal

Overview of the
Commission’s
responsibility

The Commission’s role in overseeing the orderly growth of California's
public higher education can be traced to the inception of the State's Mas-
ter Plan for Higher Education. Subsequent legislation assigned to the
Cdlifornia Postsecondary Education Commission, and to its predecessor,
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education, the responsibility for ad-
vising the Legislature about the need for new college and university cam-
puses and off-campus centers. While the Governor and the Legidature
maintain the ultimate authority to fund new public institutions, there has
been a reliance on the Commission’s analysis and recommendations in
making such decisions. The Commission’s function as a statewide plan-
ning and coordinating agency for higher education makes it uniquely
qualified to provide independent analysis of the costs and benefits of pro-
posed projects and it has played an important role in ensuring that new
campuses develop as viable, high quality institutions.

Prior to 1974, the Coordinating Council provided broad advice on long-
range planning matters, including “the need for and location of new insti-
tutions” of higher education. The Council conducted statewide planning
studies, examined enrollment growth and fiscal resources, and suggested
not only the number of new campuses that might be required in future
years, but aso the genera locations where they might be built. These
statewide planning assessments were contained in a series of reports re-
ferred to as the “additional center studies” (CPEC 99-2). The Coordinat-
ing Council engaged in this broad, long-range planning responsibility in-
dependently of any proposal for a specific new campus or educational
center.

When the California Postsecondary Education Commission was estab-
lished in 1974, the Legislature specified a stronger role for the Commis-
sion with regard to its responsibility to advise the Governor and the Leg-
islature about the need for and location of new institutions. The intent
language of Education Code section 66904 gave the Commission a
stronger role in overseeing the growth of California s public postsecond-
ary institutions and gave the Commission more direct responsibility to
review specific proposals from each of the three public systems. Recent
examples of such reviews include CSU San Marcos, CSU Monterey Bay,
the University of California at Merced, and the new Folsom Lake College
in the Los Rios Community College District.

Education Code section 66904 expresses the intent of the Legislature that
the sites for new institutions or branches of public postsecondary educa
tion will not be authorized or acquired unless recommended by the Com-
mission.



It is the intent of the Legislature that sites for new institutions
or branches of the University of California and the California
State University and the classes of off-campus centers as the
Commission shall determine, shall not be authorized or ac-
quired unless recommended by the Commission.

It is further the intent of the Legidlature that California Com-
munity Colleges shall not receive State funds for acquisition of
sites or construction of new institutions, branches or off-
campus centers unless recommended by the Commission. Ac-
quisition or construction of non-State funded community col-
leges, branches and off-campus centers, and proposals for ac-
quisition or construction shall be reported to and may be re-
viewed and commented upon by the Commission.

Education Code section 89002 applies specificaly to the California State
University and specifies that construction of authorized campuses shall
commence only upon resolution of the CSU Trustees and approval by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission.

The Commission’s
review process

The Commission first adopted policies relating to the review of proposed
campuses and educational centers in 1975. The most recent edition of
those policies may be found in the Commission’s publication, Guidelines
for Review of Proposed University Campuses, Community Colleges, and
Educational Centers (CPEC, 92-18). The guidelines define the criteria
by which Commission staff members analyze new campus proposals, fo-
cusing particularly on the issues of enrollment demand, geographic loca
tion, programmatic alternatives, and projected costs. Academic planning,
service to disadvantaged students, and the effect on other ingtitutions are
also part of the Commission’'s analysis. (A copy of the Commission’s
Guidelinesisincluded as Appendix A.)

The Commission’s review process is organized in two phases. The first
occurs when a system notifies the Commission of an identified need and
intention to expand educational servicesin agiven area. This “Letter of
Intent” stage permits the Commission to recommend against a proposal or
provide advice before the system engages in significant planning and de-
velopment activities. The Commission has delegated the authority to ap-
prove the Letter of Intent to the executive director of the Commission.
The second phase of the review process involves a Needs Study, in which
the system submits a formal proposal that provides findings from a com-
prehensive needs analysis for the project. In reviewing a proposal, Com-
mission staff members look for the Needs Study to answer the following
guestions:

1. Arethe enrollment projections sufficient and reasonable?

2. What are the programmatic alternatives?



3. What outreach and support services will be provided to disadvantaged
and underrepresented groups?

4. |sthe academic plan appropriate and justified?
5. What are the capital and operational funding needs?

6. What was the process for site selection and were aternative sites ade-
quately considered?

7. What are the geographic and physical accessibility issues, if any?

8. What is the potential environmental and social impact of the new in-
stitution?

9. What, if any, are the anticipated effects on other institutions?
10. What economic efficiencies will be gained by the new institution?

The review process is completed when the Commission forwards its rec-
ommendation to the Governor and the Legislature.

Proposal
background

The 23 campus of the California State University (CSU) system, to be
known as Cadlifornia State University, Channel Islands, takes its name
from the set of idands off the California coast. Of the eight islands that
comprise the set of Channel Islands, five make up Channel Islands Na-
tional Park. The islands within the park extend along the southern Cali-
fornia coast from Point Conception to just north of Los Angeles. The
park includes the Anacapa, Santa Barbara, San Miguel, Santa Cruz, and
Santa Rosa islands, and is known for its large rookeries of sea lions,
gports fishing, and variety of nesting sea birds.
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The campus is to be situated on the picturesgue site of the former Cama-
rillo State Hospital and Developmental Center in Ventura County. Lo-
cated 1.5 miles south of the City of Camarillo, the site is at the eastern
edge of the Oxnard Plain and at the Western flank of the Santa Monica
Mountains.
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Both the site and the region reflect California’s past. This historically
significant site was once a center of trade and culture for the indigenous
Chumash Indians. Less than 100 years after statehood, a State hospital,
which served as a home for developmentally disabled and Ventura
County’s mentally ill, was built on the site. Rising costs and changes in
patient care practices led to its 1997 closure. The site encompasses ap-
proximately 634 acres and includes about 1.6 million sgquare feet in 85
Spanish-Mission style buildings, that were constructed in the 1930s and
1940s. The gracious buildings, with their solid, reinforced concrete
floors, walls, and ceilings convey a sense of strength and create an attrac-
tive setting for a university campus.

Origins
of the proposal

The concept of a public four-year college in Ventura County has been a
matter of legidative intent, study, and debate since the 1960s. Recogniz-
ing the need for additional higher education opportunities in the region,
the California State College system as it was then known, recommended
Ventura County as a potential site for a future campus. Education Code
Section 89001 has listed Ventura County as a designated location for a
California State University campus since 1971.

However, the road from concept to campus has been full of starts and
stops, including 1965 legidation that provided $20,000 for a campus site-
acquisition study and the subsequent purchase of a 425-acre parcel of
farmland near the town of Somis. Changes in economic conditions, insti-
tutional priorities and local politics later prompted the sale of the Somis

property.

In the interim, CSU Northridge and UC Santa Barbara opened a joint
learning center in 1974, initially serving 48 students in a small satellite
operation near the City of Ventura. Although this partnership was dis-
solved by mutual agreement in 1988, both CSU Northridge and UC Santa
Barbara have each continued to operate off-campus centersin the area.

In 1985, the Legidature allocated $25,000 to the CSU for a new site allo-
cation study in the region. Over the next 10 years, various sites were
proposed, including several hundred acres known as the “Lusk” property,
and the $7 million purchase of a hillside parcel known as Taylor Ranch.
The CSU later sold the Taylor Ranch site due to local planning concerns
and purchased 260 acres of lemon groves, which CSU till retains.

The former Camarillo State Hospital site came into consideration when
the State began closing some of its State hospital facilities due to increas-
ing costs and dwindling patient populations. A task force appointed by
then Governor Wilson explored the site’'s potential. In October 1996, the
Governor’s task force recommended that the former hospital site be con-
verted to a university campus. Subsequent legislation (SB 623,
O’ Connell) authorized the transfer of the site to the California State Uni-
versity. Thislegidation aso permits the sale or lease of real property not
be needed for campus purposes to be used to generate revenues for cam-
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pus growth and maintenance. Additional legislation was passed in 1998
(SB 1923, O’ Connell) establishing the California State University, Chan-
nel Islands Site Authority. The Site Authority, comprised of representa-
tives of local governments and the CSU, has authority to regulate the de-
velopment of the portion of the site that will not be used for educational
purposes.

When the CSU trustees passed resolutions accepting the conveyance of
the property, they chose to first relocate the CSU Northridge off-campus
center from its location in the City of Venturato the Channel Islands site.
An extensive capital renovation project at the site was undertaken to con-
vert existing patient care facilities into usable, modern classrooms. It in-
cluded the installation of new mechanical systems, wiring for telecom-
munications, electrical, security, and fire alarms. The renovation project
was completed in August 1999, at which time the CSU Northridge Ven-
tura Center was moved to the Channel Islands site. In April 2000, the
California State University submitted a Needs Study to the California
Postsecondardy Education Commission outlining its formal plans for the
system’s 23" campus to be known as California State University, Chan-
nel Islands.
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Demographic and Geographical
Context

HE COMMUNITIES within the Ventura County region have long
awaited a public four-year university. Although the area has severa
community colleges, notable private universities, and a University of
California campus in Santa Barbara, the vision of an affordable, high-
quality State University campus has remained strong.

Ventura County’s rugged mountains, fertile valleys and magnificent
coastline have each played a part in California history. A temperate cli-
mate attracted early Spanish settlers, and prompted Jose Rodriguez
Cabrillo to call the area the “Land of Everlasting Summers.” The City of
San Buenaventura, often referred as “Ventura,” is one of California’s old-
est cities. It was established in 1782 when Father Junipero Sera founded
the San Buenaventura Mission. Other communities within Ventura
County include Camarillo, Moorpark, Ojai, Oxnard, Simi Valley, Thou-
sand Oaks, and Port Hueneme. The county’s primary industry is agricul-
ture, with lemons, strawberries, avocados, and Valencia oranges among
the leading crops produced.

Ventura and Santa Barbara counties have a combined population of
nearly 1.2 million people, with Ventura County’s population nearly twice
that of Santa Barbara County. More than 30 percent of the population
identify themselves as Hispanic/Latino, roughly equivalent to this group’s
representation in the California' s population as a whole. Reflecting state-
wide trends, the two counties anticipate significant demographic changes
over the next several years. The population is expected to increase by
more than 76 percent by 2040. At the same time, these counties will ob-
serve growth in the age groups under 25 and over 45 and an increased
share of Hispanic/Latino residents. By 2040, this racial/ethnic group will
be the predominant racial/ethnic group for both counties. As the popula-
tion increases, and farmland gives way to development, the regiona
economy is expected to shift somewhat from agriculture dominance to
retail sales, services, government, defense contractors, light manufactur-
ing, and hi-tech research and development industries.

Ventura County has arelatively high proportion of individuals who attend
college but do not persist to a degree of any kind (NCHEMS, 1997).
However, the 1990 census data indicate that the rate of bachelors degree
completion in Santa Barbara and Ventura counties to be about compara-
ble with the state average. Additionally, while the area has a relatively
high rate of high school graduates who matriculate to its community col-
leges, many of these students do not transfer to a four-year institution.
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Both counties have lower than average CSU transfer rates, particularly
among Hispanic/Latino students. The CSU enrollment rates for new high
school graduates for both counties are among the lowest in California.
Although all of the causal factors are not known, many believe that indi-
vidual economic circumstances and regiona geography work together to
discourage students from completing a higher education.

Although per capitaincome for the region is above the statewide average,
many students perceive that they are unable to afford the educational op-
portunities available in the area. Lower income students, many of whom
are Hispanic/Latino, perceive that they may be unable to afford the cost
of a private education, despite the availability of financia aid. Many
part-time students are likewise place-bound due to family or work obliga-
tions.

The geography of the region also contributes to students feeling place-
bound. Most area residents live aong the Ventura Highway corridor that
stretches between Thousand Oaks and Carpenteriain south Santa Barbara
County. The areais bound by the Santa Monica Mountains to the south,
a series of smaller mountains and foothills to the northeast, and the Pa-
cific Ocean to the west. Despite the relative proximity of CSU North-
ridge for most Ventura County communities (about an hour drive), the
Conejo Grade represents a physical, if not psychological dividing line be-
tween the western portion of the county and the communities of Thou-
sand Oaks and Simi Valley to the east. Traffic congestion aong Highway
101 also contributes to the difficulty in commuting from the area to CSU
Northridge during peak commute times.

While many students have been able to satisfy their educational goals by
attending the CSU Northridge Ventura center, the breadth of academic
programs needed by a growing and diverse student population suggest
that a more comprehensive CSU presence in the area may be justified.
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A

Analysis of the Proposal

Overview of the
Commission’s
guidelines

Pursuant to its statutory responsibility to review proposals for new col-
lege or university campuses and educational centers prior to their authori-
zation or acquisition, the Commission has adopted policies relating to the
review of new campuses and educational centers. These policies were
first adopted in 1975 (and subsequently revised in 1978, 1982, 1990, and
1992) and established the review process and criteria by which proposals
for new institutions would be analyzed. The Commission’s current poli-
cies may be found in its Guidelines for Review of Proposed University
Campuses, Community Colleges, and Educational Centers (CPEC 92-
18). A copy of the Commission’s Guidelines is included in Appendix A
of this report.

The Commission’s guidelines serve two important functions. First, they
define, for purposes of review, educational centers, colleges, and univer-
sity campuses. Secondly, they serve as a guide for systems long-range
planning efforts and define the review process and criteria for evaluating
the establishment of new postsecondary institutions.

Definitions

Educational Center — An educational center is an off-campus center that
serves a minimum of 500 full-time-equivalent students (FTES). Off-
campus centers with less than 500 FTES are defined as Outreach Opera-
tions and do not require Commission review. Educational centers main-
tain an on-site administration, typically headed by a dean or director, but
not a president or chancellor. Certificates or degrees earned by students
attending these centers are conferred by the parent ingtitution. Educa
tional Centers within the California State University system and the Uni-
versity of California are restricted to offering courses at the upper divi-
sion only.

Community College or University Campus — A campus is a full-service,
regionally accredited institution serving a minimum of 1,000 FTES.
These ingtitutions offer a full complement of programs and services and
confer degrees or certificates. A community college or university campus
has its own administration headed by a president or chancellor.

The review process

Beginning with the 1990 revision, the Commission sought to incorporate
statewide planning needs into the review process by calling for system-
wide long-range plans from each of the systems. These statewide plans
were envisioned to include 15-year undergraduate enrollment projections,
contain evidence of cooperative planning with the other public systems,
an analysis of existing capacity and space needs, and projected capital
outlay costs for the 15-year period. The purpose of this requirement was
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to identify not only regiona needs but also a system’s overall capacity to
accommodate enrollment growth. For a variety of reasons, this function
has been effectively supplanted by the Commission’s own long-range
planning studies, including Capacity for Growth in 1995, and the more
recent Providing for Progress, published earlier this year.

Whether a system is contemplating the establishment of a new educa-
tional center, a new campus, or the conversion of an educational center to
a comprehensive campus, the first stage of the review process requires a
system’s Governing board to submit a “Letter of Intent to Expand” ad-
vising the Commission of the proposed project. The Letter of Intent pro-
vides preliminary information about the need for and scope of the pro-
posed project. The Commission's Guidelines call for a Letter of Intent to
include the following items:

1. A preliminary five-year or 10-year enrollment projection;

2. The approximate geographic location of the proposed campus or
educational center;

3. A copy of the most recent five-year Capital Construction Plan
(Community Colleges only);

4. The prioritization of the proposed campus or center within the sys-
tem’ s long-range plans,

5. A time schedule for development of the new campus,

6. A tentative 10-year capital outlay budget starting on the anticipated
date of thefirst capital outlay appropriation;

7. A copy of the resolution of the governing board authorizing the new
campus or educational center; and

8. Maps of the areain which the campus or center isto be located.

If the data contained in the Letter of Intent are reasonable, the Commis-
sion’s executive director advises the system’s chief executive officer to
move forward with site acquisition or further development plans.

The Letter of Intent for the proposed California State University, Channel
Islands was submitted in May 1999 and was approved on June 25, 1999.

The second, and arguably most critical stage of the review process is a
formal analysis of the need for the proposed campus or educational cen-
ter. The Needs Study generally includes long-range enrollment projec-
tions for the project and addresses programmatic alternatives, academic
planning, needed funding, and the potential impact of the campus on the
surrounding community and neighboring institutions. A complete Needs
Study also includes a copy of the final environmental impact report and



the academic master plan. The enrollment projection must have the con-
currence of the Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance
before the Needs Study can be considered complete. Once the Commis-
sion has received a completed Needs Study, the Commission generally
takes action within four months to one year depending on the nature of
the proposal. In the case of a new university campus, such as the pro-
posal reviewed in this report, the Commission has one year from the date
the Needs Study is certified as “ complete” to finalize its review. The CSU
submitted the Needs Study for the proposed Channel Islands campus in
April 2000.

It is worth noting that the last revision of the Commission’s guidelines
occurred in 1992. Since that time, burgeoning student enrollments,
changes in the economy, increased accountability expectations, new tech-
nologies, and the emergence of collaborative intersegmental ventures
have created a need to reexamine the Guidelines to ensure that they re-
main a useful tool for evaluating proposals for new campuses and educa-
tiona centers. The Commission staff is currently engaged in areview of
these guidelines and expect to bring a proposal for revised guidelines to
the Commission in Spring 2001. In the interim, the proposal for Califor-
nia State University, Channel Islands has been reviewed following the
Commission’s current (1992) guidelines, which includes the following
criteria

Criterion 1. Enrollment Projections

The Commission’s criteria for enrollment demand requires that enroll-
ment projections be presented in both headcount and full-time-equivalent
student (FTES) and must be sufficient to justify the establishment of a new
ingtitution. The Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Fi-
nance must also approve the enrollment projections. When an educa-
tional center is proposed to be converted to a new college or university
campus, historical enrollment data for that center must be provided. Ad-
ditionally, the system’s statewide enrollment projections must exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of the system.

In developing the enrollment projection for the proposed campus, the
CSU looked at expected population growth within the region, forecasted
high school graduates and community college enrollments, and analyzed
college-going patterns of local high school graduates.

Like much of the rest of California, Ventura and Santa Barbara counties
will grow significantly over the next few decades. The current population
of approximately 1.166 million is expected to grow by more than 76 per-
cent to 2.058 million by 2040. Hispanic/Latino will comprise the largest
single racia/ethnic group in both counties, nearing 52 percent of the
population by 2040. While much of Santa Barbara County is at the outer
range of commute time to the Channel Islands site, population data from
this county were included because Channel Islands will be the closest
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CSU campus for much of its population. Ventura and Santa Barbara
counties will also experience school-age population growth. There are
currently 43 school districts within the two counties. High school gradu-
ates and community college enrollments are two important sources for
enrollment demand at Channel Islands. Neighboring Kern and Los An-
geles counties are also expected to see strong growth over the projection
period. The population of Kern County will more than double and the
population of Los Angeles County will increase by 41 percent. Much of
this growth will occur in the undeveloped and rural parts of the county as
evidenced by planned development of the Newhall area, which is about
an hour drive from the City of Camarillo. The anticipated growth in these
areas suggests that the proposed campus could attract students from
places beyond the immediate Ventura County region.

One of the magjor goals for the Channel Islands campus is to improve
CSU access for residents of the region. Statewide, 9.4 percent of public
high school graduates in 1996 attended a CSU campus as first-time fresh-
men. The CSU attendance rates for that same year for Ventura and Santa
Barbara counties were below the statewide average at 5.7 and 3.9 percent
respectively. Indeed, both counties have consistently ranked in the lowest
quartile of CSU college-going rates for the four-year period from 1995
through 1998 (Display 4-1).

Display 4 - 1 CSU College Going Rate from Public High Schools

Academic Year
County
1995 1996 1997 1998
1 Alameda 10.39% 11.73% 12.45% 11.93%
2 Alpine 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
3 Amador 6.12% 7.75% 7.52% 8.43%
4 Butte 13.17% 13.36% 14.43% 16.13%
5 Cadaveras 3.64% 8.43% 6.45% 7.88%
6 Colusa 13.16% 12.99% 13.88% 7.74%
7 Contra Costa 8.28% 9.16% 8.26% 9.05%
8 Del Norte 7.49% 9.96% 7.89% 6.44%
9 El Dorado 8.33% 9.18% 7.19% 7.55%
10 Fresno 12.36% 13.33% 12.51% 12.11%
11 Glenn 30.63% 36.51% 25.21% 27.23%
12 Humboldt 18.49% 20.37% 19.04% 24.64%
13 Imperial 4.27% 5.17% 4.77% 5.18%
14 Inyo 2.37% 5.65% 6.58% 5.00%
I5Ken 7.06%  759%  812% _ 7.96%
16 Kings 6.06% 8.50% 8.83% 6.84%
17 Lake 5.88% 4.78% 6.19% 8.35%
18 Lassen 3.94% 1.72% 4.52% 3.82%
19 LosAngeles 9.74% 10.59% 10.22% 9.42%
20 Madera 9.82% 8.75% 8.26% 8.33%
21 Marin 9.03% 10.97% 10.01% 10.24%
22 Mariposa 5.76% 6.58% 3.77% 6.67%
23 Mendocino 8.79% 6.32% 6.10% 5.76%
24 Merced 6.80% 7.22% 7.30% 8.20%



DISPLAY 4-1 Continued

25 Modoc 4.72% 2.54% 5.43% 8.51%
26 Mono 11.76% 7.32% 3.30% 5.68%
27 Monterey 8.88% 10.14% 10.12% 9.66%9
28 Napa 6.41% 8.88% 8.07% 9.65%
29 Nevada 9.01% 789% _ 1051%  10.13%
30 Orange 7.89% 8.95% 8.83% 9.24%
31 Placer 7.93% 8.43% 7.80% 10.16%
32 Plumas 6.30% 6.72% 3.47% 9.61%
33 Riverside 5.67% 7.03% 6.43% 7.08%
34 Sacramento 9.10% 9.27% 9.36% 9.48%
35 San Benito 13.83% 14.94% 12.20% 10.94%
36 San Bernardino 7.67% 7.75% 7.82% 8.29%
37 San Diego 10.16% 10.25% 10.66% 11.04%
38 San Francisco 19.60% 17.61% 18.82% 17.47%
39 San Joaquin 8.47% 8.48% 7.79% 8.21%
40 San Luis Obispo 15.15% 17.00% 17.50% 15.82%
41 San Mateo 8.11% 10.38% 10.69% 11.61%
42 SantaBarbara 4.07% 3.93% 4.54% 5.22%
43 Santa Clara 10.17% 10.39% 11.09% 10.98%
44 SentaCruz 9.4% 879% __ 974% . 8.32%
45 Shasta 4.22% 4.07% 4.27% 5.46%
46 Sierra 4.26% 21.62% 16.95% 12.99%
A7 Siskiyou 6.36% 7.61% 5.52% 6.10%
48 Solano 7.58% 8.35% 7.73% 8.96%
49 Sonoma 7.22% 7.03% 7.07% 7.25%
50 Stanislaus 11.19% 11.89% 11.57% 10.74%
51 Sutter 7.22% 7.74% 5.90% 6.90%
52 Tehama 7.30% 8.38% 10.43% 11.28%
53 Trinity 9.49% 7.14% 6.47% 8.39%
54 Tulare 8.59% 8.80% 9.94% 9.57%
55 Tuolumne 8.79% 6.69% 10.36% 10.06%9
56 Ventura 5.13% 5.70% 5.63% 5.88%
57 Yolo 9.16% 11.21% 8.29% 8.84%
58 Yuba 3.09% 4.63% 7.49% 6.77%
Statewide Average 8.54% 9.38% 8.99% 9.33%

Source: CPEC Enrollment Data

It is important to note, however, that overall college going rates for high
school graduates in Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties compare favora-
bly with the statewide rates when considering attendance rates for the
University of California, the California Community Colleges, and inde-
pendent institutions. When considering overall public higher education
participation rates, Ventura and Santa Barbara counties do well, with
rates of 56.6 and 54.6 percent respectively (CPEC enrollment data), as
compared to the overall statewide college-going rate of about 51 percent.
The presence of the University of California Santa Barbara and respected
independent institutions such as Westmont College, California Lutheran
University, and Thomas Acquinas College appear to provide options for
new high school graduates seeking enrollment in a four-year institution.
However, it could be argued that, for many students, these are more ex-
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pensive options than would be found at a CSU campus. Further, State
University campuses typicaly have more comprehensive programmatic
offerings than do the local private universities.

In its Needs Study, CSU points out that counties that have CSU campuses
have higher CSU attendance rates. The Needs Study looked at five coun-
ties with CSU campuses and a substantial agricultural sector of their
economies to gauge how the presence of a CSU campus in Ventura
County would affect CSU attendance rates within the county. The aver-
age CSU participation rate for these counties was 10.2 percent. The CSU
hopes that the presence of the Channel Islands campus will increase the
CSU college going rate of high school graduates in Ventura County to the
10.2 rate found among the comparison counties.

The enrollment projection for the Channel Islands campus reflects the
fact that the CSU Northridge Ventura Center will operate in parallel with
the new campus from the time the campus opens in fall 2002 through
2005-06. A Transition plan is being developed that will in effect, sched-
ule the phasing out of the Ventura Center. CSU expects that the transi-
tion can be completed at a pace that will allow CSU Northridge to expand
its home campus FTES faster than or equal to the loss of FTES as pro-
grams are closed at the Ventura off-campus center.

The enrollment projection also reflects the fact that the campus does not
intend to admit freshmen until 2003. Delaying the admission of first-time
freshmen until fall 2003 will give the campus sufficient time to develop
its lower-division general education program. The Needs Study assumes
that the campus will generate sufficient local enrollment to make it viable
and has assumed 90 percent of first-time freshmen will come from Ven-
tura County. Although this place-bound rate appears somewhat high rela-
tive to the experiences of other CSU campuses, it presents a conservative
approach to estimating enroliment. Although the attractiveness of the
Channel Islands campus setting has the potential to attract a substantial
number of students from throughout the state, the enrollment projection
does not overstate this potential.

The enrollment projections were made using a student flow model. The
model provides a conceptual description of a campus student population,
which, in any given year, includes new and continuing students. New
students include first-time freshmen, new undergraduate transfer students,
and new graduate and postbaccal aureate students. As these three types of
new students “flow” through the system, they become continuing stu-
dents. Thus, in any given year, the student population consists of first-
time freshmen who started that year, continuing first-time freshmen
(FTF) who started in previous years, new transfer students, continuing
transfer students who started in previous years, new graduate and post-
baccalaureate students, and continuing graduate and postbaccalaureate
students who started in previous years. The CSU Channel Islands en-
rollment projection is contained in Display 4-2.



Display 4-2 Enrollment and FTES Projection for CSU Channel Islands

First-time Continuing ~ Transfer Continuing New Continuing  Total Fall College
Freshmen FTF Students Transier Postbacc/grad PbGd Enrollment Year FTES
(FTF) Students (PbGd)

2002-03 - - 510 739 345 670 2,264 1,320
2003-04 250 - 510 869 364 721 2,714 1,678
2004-05 327 194 510 960 383 769 3,143 2,062
2005-06 353 421 548 1,009 402 812 3,545 2,467
2006-07 417 647 586 1,065 421 856 3,991 2,947
2007-08 497 895 624 1,131 440 900 4,487 3,313
2008-09 549 1,127 662 1,204 459 944 4,944 3,651
2009-10 557 1,328 700 1,281 478 987 5,332 3,937
2010-11 587 1,488 738 1,361 497 1,030 5,702 4,210
2011-12 573 1,629 776 1,440 516 1,074 6,008 4,436
2012-13 594 1,714 814 1,519 516 1,117 6,274 4,633
2013-14 580 1,782 852 1,599 516 1,147 6,475 4,781
2014-15 551 1,816 890 1,678 516 1,165 6,616 4,886
2015-16 571 1,810 928 1,758 516 1,175 6,758 4,990
2016-17 566 1,815 966 1,838 516 1,179 6,880 5,080
2017-18 565 1,810 1,004 1,918 516 1,179 6,993 5,163
2018-19 569 1,805 1,042 1,998 516 1,179 7,109 5,249

Note: Components may not add to totals because of independent rounding

The enrollment history for the CSU Northridge Ventura Center reflects a
sustained pattern of growth. The enrollment history for the center is dis-
played in Table 4-3.

Display 4-3 Enrollment History for CSU Northridge Ventura Center
Fall 1991 through Fall 1999

Headcount Enrollment FTES
Fall Spring Average Fall Spring Average

1991-92 1,131 1,118 1,125 502 499 501
1992-93 1,206 1,191 1,199 563 531 547
1993-94 1,273 1,243 1,258 590 583 587
1994-95 1,218 1,198 1,208 637 625 631
1995-96 1,238 1,247 1,243 653 663 658
1996-97 1,418 1,399 1,409 763 719 741
1997-98 1,467 1,507 1,487 749 759 754
1998-99 1,569 1,647 1,608 816 907 862
1999-00 1,740 939
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The Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance has ap-
proved the enrollment projection for CSU Channel Islands (see Appendix
B).

The Commission’s recent report, Providing for Progress; California
Higher Education Enrollment Demand and Resources into the 21% Cen-
tury (CPEC 00-1) indicates that on a statewide basis, the California State
University is operating very near its physical capacity. The overall state-
wide student enrollment demand will exceed capacity by the 2003-04
academic year. Displays 4-4 and 4-5 show systemwide enrollment de-
mand and capacity for the California State University.

DISPLAY 4-4 Projected Enrollment Capacity in the California
Sate University (Existing Inventory and Fully
Funded Projects Only), 1998-99 to 2010-11

Projected Capacity Per cent
Physical FTES Surplusor  Surplusor
Y ear Capacityl Enrollment? Deficiency  Deficiency

1998-99 286,182 272,200 13,982 5.1%
1999-00 290,016 276,135 13,880 5.0%
2000-01 295,347 283,853 11,494 4.0%

2001-02 298,390 291,564 6,827 2.3%
2002-03 298,390 299,354 -964 -0.3%
2003-04 298,390 306,939 -8,549 -2.8%

2004-05 298,390 314,502 -16,112 -5.1%
2005-06 298,390 322,075 -23,684 -7.4%
2006-07 298,390 330,658 -32,268 -9.8%
2007-08 298,390 339,290 -40,899 -12.1%
2008-09 298,390 347,674 -49,284 -14.2%
2009-10 298,390 357,191 -58,800 -16.5%

2010-11 298,390 366,807 -68,416 -18.7%

1. Permanent capacity reduced by 2.5% to reflect facility/program mismatches.
2. CPEC headcount enrollment projections adjusted by 76.5% to reflect FTES.

Source: Cdlifornia State University, 1999; CPEC Staff Analysis

The enrollment projections for Caifornia State University, Channel Is-
lands have been approved by the Demographic Research Unit of the De-
partment of Finance and meet the Commission’s criteria for approval.
The enrollment projections reflect the tandem operation of both the CSU
Channel Islands campus and the CSU Northridge Ventura Center through
the 2005-06 academic year. Careful planning will be required to ensure



the closure of the CSU Northridge Ventura Center does not have a nega-
tive fiscal impact on the main CSU Northridge campus.

DISPLAY 4-5 Projected Capacity and Enrollment in the
California State University, 1998-99 to 2010-11
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Criterion 2: Programmatic Alternatives

The Commission’s criteria concerning programmatic alternatives evalu-
ates the extent to which feasible alternatives to a new university campus
or educational center have been fully explored. Proposals for new insti-
tutions should address (1) the possibility of establishing or continuing to
utilize an educational center in lieu of developing a full-service campus;
(2) the potential for expansion of existing institutions or increasing usage
of existing institutions, with expanded evening hours and summer opera-
tions; (3) the potential for sharing facilities with other postsecondary in-
stitutions; (4) the feasibility of using nontraditional modes of instruc-
tional delivery and technology mediated instruction; and (5) the potential
for private fund raising or donations of land or facilities for meeting pro-
grammatic needs.

Can the Existing CSU Northridge Ventura Center meet the need?

The CSU Northridge Ventura Center has had a presence in Ventura
County since 1974. For the first 14 years, the center was a cooperative
venture that included the University of California Santa Barbara. Al-
though the center’s move from leased space in the city of Ventura to the
former Camarillo State Hospital site improved the center’s capacity to
accommodate students, a center by its very nature, is limited in the range
of educational and support services it can provide. Educationa centers
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for the University of California and the State University system offer up-
per division coursework only and many student services such as outreach
efforts, disability support services, counseling services, etc., cannot be
fully supported by the funding formulas for off-campus centers. At lower
enrollment levels, there are too few students to generate enough demand
for those special services. As enrollment levels increase, however, de-
mand for support services and expanded academic program offerings also
increase. Given the anticipated population increases in the area and the
enrollment demand projections, it is unlikely that the center could con-
tinue to effectively or efficiently meet the need for a Caifornia State
University presence in the region.

Would expanding other institutions address the need?

The Commission estimates that, by the end of this decade, more than 2.7
million students will seek enrollment in the State’s public postsecondary
ingtitutions. The additional 714,000 students over current enrollment lev-
els represents a 36 percent growth rate and calls upon each segment of
our public higher education system to find ways to increase their capacity
to accommodate their share of this enrollment growth. In Providing for
Progress (CPEC 00-1), the Commission estimated that by 2010, the Cali-
fornia State University’s enrollment demand will increase by 129,681 stu-
dents and noted that, while the CSU as a whole has some room to grow,
the “excess’ capacity will disappear by 2004.

The anticipated growth in enrollment demand and the physical capacity
limitations of the State University system suggests that expanding the two
adjacent Cdlifornia State University campuses, Northridge and San Luis
Obispo, would not forestall the need to develop a new campus by more
than a few years a best. The CSU Northridge campus is expected to
reach its enrollment ceiling of 25,000 FTES around 2011. The San Luis
Obispo campus is aready at its ceiling of 15,000 FTES and faces com-
munity opposition to increasing its enrollment. In its Needs Study, the
CSU also notes that while it expects that nearly 90 percent of itsfirst-time
freshmen will come from Ventura County, the new Channel Islands cam-
pus may also serve the needs of alimited number of studentsin West Los
Angeles County as Northridge reaches its enrollment cap.

Moreover, expanding these neighboring institutions would present access
issues for many Ventura County students. CSU Northridge is located ap-
proximately 45 miles from most locations within the county, and the San
Luis Obispo Campus is generally athree-hour drive. These distances and
driving times represent an unworkable commute for most students.

The potential capacity gains that could be realized by the increased use of
existing institutions in the afternoon, evenings or summer would likely be
insufficient to meet the needs of the Ventura County region. The CSU
Northridge Ventura Center is aready meeting regional needs through
“extensive use’ of afternoon and evening class scheduling. For the rea-



sons noted above, expanded schedules on the San Luis Obispo and North-
ridge campuses would not meet local enrollment needs in Ventura
County.

Can the need be met through the use of shared facilities?

The most logical place to look for shared facilities would be at local
community colleges. Of the five community colleges in the area, the
closest would be in the Ventura Community College District (VCCD) and
include the Moorpark, Oxnard, and Ventura community college cam-
puses. However, whatever excess capacity may exist at these campuses
would be, in the long run, insufficient to accommodate enrollment de-
mand that would come from both upper division students attending the
CSU Northridge Ventura center and lower division students in the Ven-
tura Community College District. However, that the Needs Study indi-
cates that CSU and VCCD officials are continuing discussions about the
possibility of sharing some specialized facilities. The Commission en-
courages the CSU and community college districts in the region to con-
tinue these discussions and explore the potential efficiencies that might be
gained by sharing specialized resources.

Can the need be met through Technology enhancements?

The CSU Northridge Ventura Center currently utilizes distance learning
and the renovations of the Camarillo site included both television and
computer network capabilities to support distance learning. These activi-
ties are important adjuncts to the instructional program currently offered
at the Ventura Center and are expected to continue once the Channel Is-
lands campus is devel oped.

The CSU estimates that by 2011, nearly 18 percent of the student enroll-
ment at Channel Islands will be utilizing mediated instruction. The
Commission recognizes that, while technology mediated instruction re-
duces the need for regular on-site classrooms; it also increases the need
for more expensive facilities in the way of specialized classrooms, pro-
duction facilities, and telecommunications infrastructure. The Commis-
sion is nonetheless pleased that planning for the Channel 1slands campus
IS moving in this direction and encourages campus administrators and
faculty to incorporate distance learning in the academic plan asit is more
fully devel oped.

Can the need be met through private donations or fund raising?

The CSU has recognized the scarcity of State resources and identified
fund raising and the development of public-private partnerships as a sig-
nificant means of meeting capital needs. The transfer of land and the abil-
ity to adaptively reuse many of the existing structures on the site has sig-
nificantly reduced the estimated funding requirements for the develop-
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ment of the new campus. While new facilities will need to be constructed,
many of the existing buildings are in good condition and will be reno-
vated to adapt them to the instructional program, make them compliant
with the Americans with Disabilities Act, and bring them up to other ap-
plicable codes. While the CSU expects these to be significant projects, it
has estimated that developing a new site and constructing new facilities
would have cost more than $320 million.

The proposed Channel Islands campus is meeting a substantial portion of
its need through donations and a comprehensive fund-raising program.
The Needs Study reports that the campaign has generated nearly $11 mil-
lion dollars. These private gifts are providing what the campus terms
“seed money” for capital projects such as the library facility as well as
library books, student scholarships, and incentive awards for faculty.

It is doubtful, however, that financing a new public four-year university
in the region can be met through fundraising and private donations alone.
Additional resources generated from the development of the portion of
the site, called the “east campus,” will be used to help meet the new cam-
pus's ongoing capital construction needs as enrollments grow and addi-
tional buildings need to be renovated or newly constructed. The Califor-
nia State University, Channel I1slands Site Authority, comprised of CSU
and local officials will facilitate revenue raising and provide opportunities
for creative entrepreneurial and educational partnerships.

The California State University has adequately explored programmeatic
aternatives such as expansion of existing institutions, shared facilities,
distance learning, and private financing. While the alternatives may serve
to amplify instructional programs and enhance access, they will be insuf-
ficient to meet the needs of studentsin the region and would be an inade-
guate substitute for a full-service campus.

Criterion 3: Serving the Disadvantaged

The Commission’ s criteria for serving the disadvantaged requires that the
proposal demonstrate how the new institution will facilitate access for
disadvantaged and historically underrepresented groups.

The Needs Study identifies a number of outreach programs that are tai-
lored to meet the needs of the community and enhance CSU access for
area residents and improve college-going rates for local high school stu-
dents. The specific outreach efforts identified in the proposa are as fol-
lows:

¢+ CSU Channel Islands Readiness Program — a joint effort between the
Santa Paula Union High School District and CSU Channel Islands.
The program is aimed at improving CSU college-going rate of Santa
Paula High School’s Hispanic/Latino student population. Histori-
cally, very few of the high schools 81 percent Hispanic/Latino popu-



lation attend a CSU following high school. The goal of this program
is to improve students math and writing skills, inform parents and
students of the advantages of attending a CSU campus, and prepare
students to apply for admission.

Project ASPIRE (Achieving Student Progress and Increasing Readi-
ness for Education) — a collaboration between CSU Channel 1slands
and the Oxnard Union High School District. This outreach program
targets junior high school students and aims to increase English and
mathematics proficiency skills, encourage students to think about
CSU participation after high school, and reduce the number of stu-
dents CSU freshmen needing remediation.

CSU Readiness Summer Institute — This outreach program targets
high school juniors from four local high school districts. The four-
day program was initiated in 1999 and involves math and writing
skills assessment, diagnosis, and development of personalized inter-
vention plans aimed a moving students toward fulfillment of
UC/CSU admission standards.

Summer College for High School Students — This joint program be-
tween the CSU Northridge Ventura Center and CSU Channel I1slands
is planned for summer 2001. It is designed as a pre-collegiate pro-
gram for juniors and seniors, offering one three-unit course with an
introduction to college majors and careers. The goal of the program is
to assist students in making choices regarding college mgors and ca-
reer paths as well as honing writing and critical thinking skills.

University Migrant Education College Orientation — This five-day
residential program, to be initiated during the summer of 2001, targets
high school sophomores and juniors and provides academic assess-
ment and assistance, career counseling, and college information to
students and their parents.

The K-14 Academic Consortium consists of educational leaders in
Ventura and Santa Barbara counties who advise and participate in the
planning and coordination of educational programs being developed
at CSU Channel Islands.

The Oxnard College PACE (Program for Accelerated College Educa-
tion) - This program has been hosted by the CSU Northridge Ventura
Center. PACE students participate in a structured lower division pro-
gram in which Oxnard College instructors offer courses at the Chan-
nel I1slands campus. This program is designed for reentry and work-
ing adults seeking to complete a baccalaureate degree while em-
ployed. The Channel Islands Campus intends to continue hosting this
program after the Ventura Center is phased oui.

The Ventura County MiniCorps program — This long-established pro-
gram has been hosted by the CSU Northridge Ventura Center. Col-
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lege students from migrant and farm labor backgrounds work as
teacher assistants assisting migrant studentsin local schools.

The Commission is impressed with the array of outreach efforts and pro-
grams serving the disadvantaged that are presented in the proposal.
These programs will not only provide a valuable community service but
will aso help foster a college going culture among K-12 students in the
area and enhance students preparation for academic work beyond high
school.

Criterion 4: Academic Planning and Program Justification

The Commission requires proposals to describe and justify the programs
projected for the new ingtitution. Ideally, proposals provide an academic
master plan that includes a general sequence of program and degree
level plans. The proposal should include an institutional plan to imple-
ment such Sate goals as access, quality, intersegmental cooperation, and
student, faculty, and staff diversity.

The Needs Study identifies the vision of and uniqueness the proposed in-
stitution. The CSU has identified several distinguishing features for this
campus. Among them:

+ A recognition of the site’s cultural and historical significance to
Cdlifornia.

+ A “green’ campus — designed to preserve the natural habitat of native
flora and fauna and a commitment to aternative/clean technology
businesses on the site to promote sustainability.

¢ A dite authority created by State law that will provide opportunities
for generating resources and developing entrepreneurial and educa-
tional partnerships.

¢ A history of community support and encouragement for the creation
of the campus and its programs to serve and provide access for the
area s diverse population.

+ Active engagement by campus professionals with pre-school through
community college educators to assure educationa excellence for the
region and sound preparation for collegiate study.

¢+ Academic programs that are responsive to community and local
needs, and incorporating a global perspective and cultural diversity.

The Ventura County area is home to severa industries. Historicaly, the
county’s primary industries were agriculture and the petroleum industry.
In recent years, has also attracted defense contractors, light manufactur-
ing, and hi-tech research and development industries, including biotech-
nical and insurance companies. The county enjoys a relatively prosper-



ous economy. According to the California Employment Development
Department, the unemployment rate in Ventura County was approxi-
mately 6.6 percent in November of 1997, which compares to approxi-
mately 9.1 percent in December of 1992.

Academic planning for the proposed CSU Channel Islands began in early
1999 with the establishment of a task force appointed by President Han-
del Evans. It was directed to chart the academic programs recommended
for the campus and to examine all academic issues including accredita
tion.

At its first meeting, the Academic Directions and Transitions Task Force
identified the distinguishing features of the campus; developed principles
upon which to base academic planning; recommended initial curricular
offerings for 2002 and a framework for the development of future offer-
ings, recommended an initial academic organizational structure; dis-
cussed alternative approaches to WASC and specialized accreditation;
and recommended an initial budget for academic planning during 1999-
2000.

The task force's planning directions were included in an initial report is-
sued on July 15, 1999 and a fina report on November 10, 1999. The
work of the task force was then assumed by the Statewide Senate Faculty
Council for the campus, appointed by the Statewide Academic Senate.
Only those recommendations from the Academic Directions and Transi-
tions Task Force that are subsequently included in the April 2000 Needs
Analysis submitted to the Commission will be the primary points of dis-
cussion

As noted, the origina task force identified several distinguishing features
of the campus; among those most relevant to the academic plan of the in-
stitution are the following:

1. A campus to be funded for year-round operation, employing two tra-
ditional semesters and a summer semester.

2. A learning community approach including programs to orient first-
time CSU Channel Islands students to collegiate studies.

3. A focused general education program designed to serve the limited
number of programs available at the opening of the campus.

4. EXxit requirements that include competency in English and a second
language.

5. Academic programs that are responsive to community and local
needs, and incorporating a global perspective and cultural diversity.

The task force also articulated eight principles upon which to base all fu-
ture academic planning:
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1. Quality - High quality programs that demonstrate accountability by
effectively meeting student needs.

2. Diversity - Demonstration of respect, both in academic programs and
the campus community, for the value of diversity.

3. Access - Flexible scheduling, financial aid, and a student service
orientation.

4. Integration - Efficient planning of programs designed to facilitate
integration of faculty expertise across campus curricula.

5. Learning - Development of student knowledge, skills and a broad-
ened perspective for life-long learning.

6. Improvement - Excellence achieved by a process of regular evalua-
tion and assessment to assure continuous improvement.

7. Experience - Incorporation of experiential learning where appropri-
ate.

8. Service - Recognition of regional needs in al aspects of academic
programs.

These principles provide broad parameters within which academic deci-
sions can be made. Since one of these basic principlesisthat CSU Chan-
nel 1slands should serve the regional educationa and labor-market needs,
the campus turned to a report by the National Center for Higher Educa
tion Management Systems (NCHEMYS). That report, entitled An Assess-
ment of Higher Education Needs in Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties,
drew upon one-on-one interviews with clusters of employers in both the
public and the private sectors throughout Ventura County and in the south
coast portion of Santa Barbara County, as well as with representatives of
Chambers of Commerce and economic development agencies. Those in-
terviewed identified consistently several specific programmatic needs for
new employees that the new campus might be able to fill:

Business managers

Accountants and auditors

School teachers, especially bilingual

Registered nurses, occupational and physical therapists
Computer programmers and systems analysts

Social workers

Electrical and computer engineers

* & & & o oo o

The one degree program identified by employers as a need for their cur-
rent employees was an MBA. Other needs for continuing education were
in areas like human resource management, banking, business manage-
ment for school districts, process management, statistical quality control,



and applications programming language, where formal certification pro-
grams or short courses might apply.

NCHEMS aso identified three potential programmatic areas for the cam-
pus to pursue, apart from those fields that were generated by the employer
interviews: agriculture, environmental science, and biotechnology. Each
of these might be problematic initiatives for different reasons, but should,
according to the NCHEMSS study, continue to be monitored and explored.

According to the State University’s Needs Analysis, the findings in the
NCHEMS report broadly agree with other indicators of labor market de-
mand in the area, including the 1999 UCSB Economic Forecast and a
needs assessment conducted by the Ventura County Leadership Acad-
emy.

It is from these data and the guiding principles, therefore, that the Aca-
demic Directions and Transitions Task Force recommended that CSU
Channel Islandsinitially pursue the following academic programs:

+ Teacher Education Liberal Studies

+ Arts, Humanities, and Social and Behavioral Sciences

+ Biological and Life Sciences/Environmental Sciences/Health Sciences

+ Management/Business, International Business, and Nonprofits Man-
agement, Agribusiness, Public Administration, Administration of Jus-
tice

+ Information Sciences/Computer Science and Computer Engineer-
ing/Communication

Acknowledging the limited resources available to the Channel Islands
campus, the task force further recommended these programs be devel-
oped in the following order of priority:

1. Teacher Education Intern program
2. A Genera Education Program that includes information competency

3. Teacher Education Integrated Programs (Liberal Studies and blended
degree programs)

4. Biological and Life Sciences and Technology, and Information and
Computer Sciences

5. Management programs (Business, Agribusiness, Public Administra
tion, and Administration of Justice)

6. Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences; and
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7. Health Sciences

These recommendations about programs and priorities are currently under
review by the Chancellor’s Office. According to the Needs Analysis, em-
phasis will first be placed upon undergraduate programs and the transition
process for existing CSU Northridge programs, and graduate programs
will be developed over severa years, a position the Commission firmly
supports. The academic master plan for the campus is still evolving and
all specific degree programs have not yet been identified. It is known,
however, that CSU Channel Islands will offer a set of degrees by 2006
that will include both new programs and some that are similar to the de-
grees available currently at the CSU Northridge Ventura Center (Display
4-6).

Display 4-6 Programs Currently Offered at CSUN Ventura Center at
Channel Idlands

Undergraduate Postbacc/Graduate

Education

Elementary Education X
Educational Administration X
Specia Education X
Credential

Social and Behavioral Science
Chicano Studies X

Child Development X

Counseling X
Political Science X

Psychology X

Public Administration X
Sociology X

Arts and Sciences
English X
History X
Liberal Studies X
Health and Environmental Science
Nursing X
Business
Business Administration X X*
Partnered Programs**
Social Work X
* This program is being phased out in 2000-01

** with CSU Long Beach

Source: CSU Needs Study

Once the programs are determined, then it can be seen how the programs
recommended by the Academic Directions and Transitions Task Force
and the programs existing currently through the CSU Northridge Ventura
Center will be aligned. It should also be explicitly stated how the exceed-
ingly diverse projects involving intersegmental/inter-campus cooperation
that are described in the Needs Analysis support the degree programs and
the academic master plan. The Commission therefore requests that its



staff continue to be consulted during the evolution of the academic master
plan for the CSU Channel 1slands campus.

Criterion 5: Consideration of Needed Funding

The Commission requires the Needs Study to include a cost analysis of
both capital outlay estimates and projected support costs for the new in-
stitution. Possible options for alternative funding sources must be pro-
vided.

The CSU has evaluated its need for funding in terms of capital and sup-
port costs for activities associated with renovating existing buildings, new
construction, operation and maintenance of the existing physical plant,
academic planning and program devel opment.

Capital Outlay Costs

The first capital outlay expenditures occurred in 1999 and included the
renovation of afew buildings in order to move the CSU Northridge Ven-
tura Center from its leased space in Ventura to the Camarillo site. This
$11.8 million project was completed in August 1999.

The second phase of capital expenditures is anticipated to begin in the
2001-02 fiscal year and will involve the construction of a science class-
room and laboratory building using $10 million in State funds. Addi-
tional projects to be funded between the 2001-02 and 2005-06 fiscal years
include the construction of an Information Resource Center and Library.
About 70 percent of this $34-million project will come from non-state
sources with anticipated State costs of $10 million. The renovation of the
old library building at an estimated cost of $1,650,000 in State funds will
also beincluded in Phase 1.

The remaining five-year period of the 10-year capital outlay projection
does not include specific projects. The capital outlay costs are estimated
on an underlying assumption that 75 percent of capital needs will be for
the renovation of existing facilities and the remaining 25 percent reserved
for new construction. Based on this assumption, using an ASF/FTE cost
model, the CSU has estimated additional capital outlay costs of $42.4
million. It isunclear how this estimated $42.4 million would be financed.
Although the intent has been that revenues arising from the operation of
the CSU Channel Islands Site Authority and the development of the East
campus would provide a portion of the main campus's capital outlay
needs, these efforts are as yet in their formative stages and it is unclear
how much revenue will be generated or when it would be available. The
total estimated capital outlay costs for the Channel Islands campus, in-
cluding funds already expended is $112.4 million.

Display 4-7 shows the planned and projected capital needs for the CSU
Channel 1slands campus through 2011-12.
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Display 4-7 CSU Channel Islands 10-Year Capital Outlay Projection (Revised)

. . Projected Capacity FTES .
Year Project/Milestone Campus FTES  Increase Capacity Capital Costs
State Non-State
Phase | Renovations;
CSUN Ventura Center moves
1999-00 to CSUCI site 948 1,909 $11,846,000
2000-01
2001-02 Science Class/Lab $10,000,000
2002-03 Information Resource Ctr 1,105 1,909 $10,000,000  $24,860,000
CSUCI Opens 1,320 1,909
2003-04 Science Class/Lab complete 1,678 793 2,702
2004-05 Renovate old library 2,062 2,702 $1,650,000
2005-06 Library renovations complete 2,467 57 2,759
Unspecified Renovation /New
2006-07 Construction 2,947
Unspecified Renovation /New
2007-08 Construction 3,313
Unspecified Renovation /New
2008-09 Construction 3,651
Unspecified Renovation /New
2009-10 Construction 3,937
Unspecified Renovation /New
2010-11 Construction 4,210
Unspecified Renovation /New
2011-12 Construction 4,436 1,677 4,436 $42,449,063
Total Estimated Capital Costs $100,805,063
Source: CSU Chancellor's Office
Support Costs
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The 1999-2000 State Budget included $7.2 million for costs associated
with operating and maintaining the physical plant at the Camarillo site
and executive planning staff. An additional $10 million in funding was
made available in the 2000-01 State Budget for additional planning ac-
tivities, including hiring planning faculty and building the administrative
infrastructure for the new campus. The CSU intends to seek an additional
$3.0 million in funding to expand these activities in the 2001-02 fiscal
year, bringing the CSUCI base budget up to $20,200,000. Once the cam-
pus opens in 2002-03, the operating budget would increase by margina
cost funding provided for FTE enrollment growth (tentatively projected
by the CSU Chancellor’s Office at $7,519 per FTES of which $6,360
would be provided by the State). Because the first four years of operation
will likely run parallel with the phasing out of the CSU Northridge Ven-
tura Center, funded FTES for Channel Islands would be calculated on the
difference between the total enroliment at the site and the center’s en-
rollment (which would be funded in the CSU Northridge budget). Once
the campus “ stands alone”, support costs to CSU for the Channel Islands




campus would likely increase to about $2.3 million per year based on cur-
rent marginal cost funding levels. Display 4-8 reflects the anticipated
State support costs for the Channel 1slands campus.

The capital outlay estimates provided indicate foreseeable capital costs of
approximately $112.4 million during the first 10 years of the campus.
The new campus anticipates ongoing support costs during the first four
years of at least $21.4 million depending on how many CSU Northridge
students remain on the CSUCI site during the first few years.

Display 4-8 State Support Cost Projections for CSU Channel Islands

Phase | Phase | Phaselll
- ) ) . . CSUCI Stand
Activity Planning Period CSUCI Operatesin Tandem with CSUN Ventura Center Alone Campus
1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
Costs associated with the former state hospital ...
Plant opg/maint $5,200,000
Policeffire $1,165,000
Support costs associated with CSUCI Planning...
Executive planning staff $835,000 $2,045,000  $1,100,000
Planning faculty $2,931,000  $1,600,000
Library/media $368,000 $300,000
Student Services $1,539,000
Academic Admin $1,972,000
Academic Admin Suppt
Information Tech Services $1,145,000
Support costs associated with enrollment...
Marginal Cost of
Enrollment @ $6,360/FTE $1,367,400 $2,276,880 $2,442,240 $2,575,800 $3,052,800
Sub-Total $7,200,000  $10,000,000  $3,000,000 $1,367,400 $2,276,880 $2,442,240 $2,575,800 $3,052,800
Total Budgeted Support
costs $7,200,000  $17,200,000  $20,200,000 $21,567,400 $23,844,280 $26,286,520 $28,862,320 $31,915,120

Note: Marginal cost estimates are based on the 2000-2001 budget year and are subject to revision in future years.

Criterion 6: Consider ation of Alter native Sites

The Commission requires that proposals for new institutions include a
cost-benefit analysis of alternative sites, including a comprehensive
analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of alternative sites.

As noted earlier, the CSU has been in the process of planning acampusin
the Ventura County region for several years. During this 30-year plan-
ning period, numerous sites were considered and ultimately rejected, the
latest of which isthe 260 acre parcel commonly referred to as the Orchard
site located west of the City of Camarillo. When the State conveyed the
old Camarillo State Hospital site to the CSU, planning activities shifted
away from the construction of a new campus on the undevel oped orchard
property to transforming State hospital grounds to a university campus.

Aesthetically, the 634-acre site already conveys a campus like setting.
However, the site also offers some economic benefits:
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+ It has a substantial inventory of buildings and infrastructure that have
been well maintained throughout the years. Nearly 80 percent of the
gross square feet of facilities space is located in the central area of the
campus. Many of these structures can be renovated at a lower cost
per square foot than new construction, reducing the capital outlay in-
vestment required for the campus. The cost of building a new campus
on the orchard site would be much more costly.

+ The size of the property presents opportunities for campus growth and
may also lead to alternative uses that will provide revenues that can
be used to finance campus devel opment.

The Commission is satisfied that the criterion for a full analysis of the
costs and benefits of the site has been satisfied. The Commission agrees
with the CSU that adapting the Camarillo State Hospital site for reuse ap-
pears less costly than building on an undevel oped site.

Criterion 7: Geographic and Physical Accessibility

The Commission’s criteria concerning geographic and physical accessi-
bility is intended to ensure that students will have adequate access to the
campus and that planners have identified and adequately addressed
transportation issues related to the location of the new institution. To this
end, the Commission requires each Needs Sudy to describe the physical,
social, and geographic characteristics of the location and the surround-
ing service area, and include a plan for student, faculty, and staff trans-
portation to the proposed location. Reasonable commuting times (30-45
minutes) for the majority of residents of the service area must be demon-
strated. Plans for student and faculty housing, including projections of
needed on-campus residential facilities, should be included if appropri-
ate.

Transportation to the Campus

The demographic and geographic characteristics of this area, described
earlier in this report, play an important role in considering the transporta-
tion needs of people who will study or work at the campus. The majority
of the student population is expected to commute and many are expected
to have low incomes (or come from families with low incomes). The stu-
dent population will aso include students transferring from local commu-
nity colleges and older, part-time students with work or family responsi-
bilities.

There are four major transportation corridors in the region:

1. Highway 126 connecting Vaencia in Los Angeles County with Fill-
more, Santa Paula and San Buenaventura (Ventura) in Ventura
County;,



2. Highway 118 connecting the northern part of the San Fernando Val-
ley with the communities of Simi Valley, Camarillo, Oxnard, and
Venturg

3. Highway 101, the major west bound route from the San Fernando
Valley through Thousand Oaks, Camarillo, Oxnard, and Ventura; and

4. Highway 1, which follows the coast from Santa Monica in Los Ange-
les County through the Malibu area to Port Hueneme and Oxnard.

Display 4-9 depicts the main transportation corridorsin the region.

DISPLAY 4-9 Area Highway Map
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The proposed campus is less than five miles south of where Highway 101
passes through the City of Camarillo. Display 4-10 shows the primary
street access to the site, via Lewis road from the north and Hueneme
Road from the southwest.
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DISPLAY 4-10 CSU Channel Islands Road Map

Since commute times will likely vary depending on the time of day and
traffic patterns, the Needs Study assumed average commute speeds of 30
and 40 miles per hour in an attempt to “bracket” the difference between
rush hour and off-peak travel speeds. Display 4-11 reflects commute
times from various points within the geographic service area.

The Commission is satisfied that the mgjority of Ventura County students
will experience reasonable commuting times in going to and from the
campus. The commute times for students coming from the southern por-
tion of Santa Barbara County, however, will experience longer commute
times, and projected growth in the area may over time, make commuting
more difficult. The Commission encourages the CSU to consider how
technology would enable the campus to extend the delivery of its services
in these more remote areas in order to improve access for students who
face unreasonable commute times.

The operation of the site as a university campus will most certainly gen-
erate more traffic than was previously observed when the site housed the
state hospital. The Environmental Impact Report noted that at full
buildout (15,000 FTES), the campus would contribute to cumulative im-
pacts at severa area roadways and intersections. It is expected that these
impacts will be minimized over time by improvements to access roads
and intersections. Federal, State and county agencies have allocated
nearly $61 million for major road improvements to facilitate access to the
campus.



Display 4-11 Population Estimates and Service Area Driving Distances to CSU

Channel Islands

Population Approximate ApprOX|_rnaIe ApprOX|_rnaIe

(January 1999)| Distance in Miles Driving Time @ | Driving Time @
\Ventura County 30 mph 40 mph
Camarillo 61,500 7 14 minutes 11 minutes
Fillmore 13,200 24 64 minutes 36 minutes
M oorpark 29,600 17 46 minutes 26 minutes
Ojai 8,175 28 56 minutes 42 minutes
Oxnard 158,300 9 18 minutes 14 minutes
Port Hueneme 22,600 12 24 minutes 18 minutes
San Buenaventura 102,300 16 32 minutes 24 minutes
Santa Paula 27,100 25 50 minutes 38 minutes
Simi Valley 108,900 27 54 minutes 41 minutes
Thousand Oaks 117,600 17 34 minutes 26 minutes
Southwestern Santa
Barbara County
Carpenteria 14,950 32 64 minutes 48 minutes
Santa Barbara 91,900 39 78 minutes 59 minutes

Source: CSU Channel Islands Needs Study.

The campus master plan calls for two parking structures and two surface
lots. The largest parking structure will have a capacity of 2,100 cars. A
smaller parking structure will be located east of the proposed library, will
have a capacity of 900 cars. Surface parking lots will accommodate an-
other 800 cars.

The campus is committed to encouraging faculty, staff, and students to
use alternative methods of transportation. A variety of alternative trans-
portation options will be pursued including ridesharing incentives and
subsidized public transit tickets. Bus service to the site is available
through the Ventura County Transportation Authority, with hourly ser-
vice from Oxnard and Camarillo. The Campus has aso received $3.2
million in grants for shuttle-buses and alternative fuel vehicles to mitigate
environmental concerns.

On Campus Housing

The campus master plan calls for student housing accommodating up to
2000 students when the campus is fully developed. Phase | of campus
student housing calls for a 600 bed project followed by a 250 bed renova
tion project in Phase Il. Initially, Student housing will be located at the
ends of what will be the North and South quadrangles of the campus, and
will be comprised of both renovated and new construction at the far north
and southern portions of the campus.
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The Commission encourages campus planners to continue their efforts to
view student housing as part of the overall mission to improve CSU ac-
cess for students. The Commission notes that a strong residential life
program enhances the vitality of the campus and is an important element
of a successful undergraduate experience for many students.

Criterion 8: Environmental and Social I mpact

The Commission requires that proposals for new institutions include a
copy of the final environmental impact report. These reports enable the
Commission to gauge the externalities that are expected to arise from the
proposed ingtitution and identify potential issues that may impact the de-
velopment of the campus.

In January 1998, the CSU Board of Trustees initiated the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report to meet the requirements of the Califor-
nia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A Draft EIR was released for a
45-day public review period on June 5, 1998. CSU responded to com-
ments and made corrections to the Draft EIR, publishing a Final EIR on
August 31, 1998. The CSU Board of Trustees unanimously certified the
Final EIR on September 18, 1998.

Campus Plan

As indicated previoudly, the site consists of 634 acres with approximately
1.6 million gross square feet of developed structures as well as roadways
and other infrastructure. A number of these buildings have historical sig-
nificance and preservation of these buildings will have a beneficial effect
on the campus community and will preserve the richness of the environ-
ment.

The campus is comprised of two major sectors. the West Campus and the
East Campus. The West Campus consists of 42 acres of what was the
nucleus of the former hospital and will constitute the core academic area.
The East Campus is comprised of approximately 162 acres of land.
When developed, it will contain approximately 900 residential units, a K-
8 Laboratory School, and a significant amount of park space. Display 4-
12 depictsthe site.



DISPLAY 4-12 California State University, Channel 1slands Ste Map
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Existing Facilities Within Campus Master Plan

The campus master plan notes that the existing buildings in the West
Campus area are arranged around courtyards and are aligned to an axial
grid system. A cross axis links the North and South quadrangles, with the
old hospital bell tower as the focal point. The existing buildings of the
North and South “quads’ will house both academic programs and student
housing. A number of buildings in campus core will be preserved through
reuse or adaptive reuse, while others will require significant changes in
order to adapt them to instructional programs. Display 4-13 shows the
core campus design.

Due to the limited availability of capital funding for the CSU system, the
development of the East Campus is intended to provide a source of fund-
ing for the redevel opment of current West Campus facilities as well as for
the development of new facilities. The CSU Channel Islands Master Plan
calls for the development of staff and faculty housing, the creation of stu-
dent housing and construction of a University Town Center, and the de-
velopment of Research and Development as potential sources of funding
associated with both East and West Campus devel opment projects.
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DISPLAY 4-13 Campus Plan
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Criterion 9: Effectson Other Institutions

The Commission requires evidence that other systems, neighboring insti-
tutions, and the community in which the new institution is to be located
have been consulted during the planning process. Letters of support from
these and other appropriate entities should demonstrate strong local, re-
gional support for the proposed institution and a statewide interest in the
proposed institution. Further, the impact on existing and projected en-
rollments at neighboring institutions must be evaluated.

Community Support

Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties are home to five community col-
leges, the Santa Barbara campus of the University of California, and
about 15 accredited independent state approved colleges and universities.
Many of the private colleges in the area offer specialized instructiona
programs such as psychology, health care, seminary studies, photography,
and law. The CSU has provided letters of support from each of the com-
munity colleges in the area as well as from Santa Monica College and Los
Angeles Pierce College. Among the public and private four-year univer-
sities, the CSU has received letters of support from the Chancellor of the
University of California at Santa Barbara and from the President of Cali-
fornia Lutheran University in Thousand Oaks. Westmont College has



also provided a letter of support. The proposed Channel Islands campus
is expected to have little or no impact on the specialized private schools
as they fill a somewhat unique niche in the higher education “market” of
the area.

The proposed campus appears to have strong community and regional
support. With the exception of the City of Fillmore, each of the major
communities in Ventura County have indicated strong support of the
campus. The Chumas People of Ventura County also provided a letter of
support expressing their hope that the Channel Islands campus would in-
crease educational opportunities for their young people. Similarly, the
Port Hueneme Division of the Naval Surface Warfare Center and the Na-
val Air Station at Point Mugu have indicated strong support and look
forward to the development of partnerships between the Navy and the
proposed campus in areas of workforce training and research and devel-
opment. Finally, it is noted that the Ventura County Superintendent of
Schools likewise supports the development of a public four-year univer-
sity in the area, noting that the new university will make it possible for
more local residents to obtain their teaching credentials in the area where
they live and work.

The level of support from other systems, ingtitutions, and local govern-
ment indicates that the proposed campus is expected to have a positive
impact on the community by enhancing educational opportunities and
meeting workforce training needs. (Letters of support for the Channel
Islands campus are included in Appendix C.)

The Impact on Neighboring Institutions

CSU Channel Islands will likely have an impact on enroliment levels at
neighboring institutions. The institutions most significantly affected will
be local community colleges and CSU Northridge and to some extent,
private institutions in the area.

The presence of a new four-year university will provide new high school
graduates with additional options for academic pursuits following high
school, and as such, it is possible that local community colleges may ob-
serve slower rates of growth in student enrollments than they have in re-
cent years. Thus, the impact of the new campus on first-time freshmen
enrollments at community colleges in Ventura County was evaluated. As-
suming the community college participation rate remains constant, the
CSU estimates that the opening of CSU Channel Islands will have the
effect of reducing first-time freshmen at local community colleges in
2004 by about 150 students, across all three community colleges in the
Ventura Community College district. The expected growth in high
school graduates over the next few years suggests that local community
colleges will still enjoy a growth rate of about five percent per year and
will not observe a decline in enrollment levels when the Channel Islands
campus begins admitting fresnmen in fall 2003.
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Local community colleges are likely to remain an essential element of
higher education in the Ventura County region. These institutions till
present a cost effective means of completing general education require-
ments, and it is expected that many students will attend community col-
lege before transferring to the Channel Islands campus. Moreover, the
presence of new degree programs offered at Channel Islands may serve to
encourage students who would have otherwise left the area to first attend
local community colleges and then transfer to CSU Channel Islands.

When CSU Channel Islands opens in fall 2002, the old CSU Northridge
Ventura Center will begin to phase out its academic programs. Funding
for the more than 900 FTES served through this center has been appropri-
ated in the CSU Northridge budget. In phasing out this off-campus cen-
ter, careful planning will be required to avoid a significant impact on the
CSU Northridge support budget. The Commission encourages CSU
Northridge and CSU Channel Islands to work together to ensure that the
phasing out of FTES at the center is offset by enrollment growth at the
Northridge campus.

The Commission is satisfied that the proposed campus has strong local,
regional support from local governments, local schools, area community
colleges, and other four-year universities in the region. The Commission
encourages the CSU to work with local community colleges and CSU
Northridge to ensure that campus growth does not have a negative impact
on fiscal planning at these institutions. The Commission aso encourages
the CSU to develop cordial, collaborative working relationships with pri-
vate colleges and universities in the region to ensure that the development
of the Channel Islands campus does not have a deleterious impact on
these institutions.

Criterion 10: Economic Efficiency

The Commission’s criteria concerning economic efficiency gives priority
to proposals gives priority to proposals in which the State is partially or
fully relieved of its financial obligation for capital or support costs.
Likewise, the Commission gives high priority to projects involving in-
tersegmental cooperation, provided financial savings result of the coop-
erative effort.

The transfer of the former Camarillo State Hospital property to the CSU
for development of CSU Channel Islands is neither a gain nor a loss to
the state, since the property essentialy remains under State control. The
260-acre parcel of land acquired for the Channel Islands campus prior to
the conveyance of the Camarillo State Hospital site is an asset that the
CSU may be able to leverage in developing the Channel Islands campus.
It is anticipated that some cost savings will result from the renovation of
existing buildingsin lieu of more costly new construction.



The proposed campus is engaging in planning activities on severa pro-
jects that will involve interagency, intersegmental, and inter-campus co-
operation:

Biotechnology Lab — CSU Channel Islands will make space available on
its campus for Moorpark College's biotechnology laboratory. Amgen
and Baxter Healthcare Corporation donated laboratory equipment to
Moorpark on the condition that CSU Channel 1slands make the laboratory
space available. Faculty and students of both institutions will share the
laboratory space and equipment.

International Sudies Academy — This partnership with the Oxnard Union
High School District involves the establishment of a program for 30-50
high school students interested in international studies. CSU will provide
space and teleconferencing facilities for the program.

Postgraduate Certificate in Business Management — This program will
offer a web-based Certificate in Business Management in collaboration
with California State University Los Angeles and the Naval Postgraduate
School (NPS). Instruction is delivered entirely on-line by CSULA fac-
ulty. CSU Channel Islands will provide local site coordination and ex-
aminations are to be proctored at the Channel 1slands campus.

Naval Surface Warfare Center — This partnership could result in the pro-
vision of continuing professional education and training to engineers and
other technical personnel working at the Naval Surface Warfare Center.

Distributed Liberal Studies Degree Completion Program — This potential
program would enable CSU Channel Islands deliver CSU Monterey
Bay’'s Libera Studies program to residents of Santa Barbara County.
CSU Channel Islands would recruit cohorts of students and provide pro-
gram coordination for the Monterey Bay program.

CSU Channel Islands planning staff are engaged in developing severa
programs that will involve interagency, intersegmental, and inter-campus
cooperation. These programs demonstrate a spirit of innovation and a
commitment to the wider community and will promote economic effi-
ciency.

Conclusion

The proposal submitted by the California State University for a new uni-
versity in Ventura County has met the review criteria established by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission for a new university
campus. The Commission recommends that the State move forward with
its plans to develop and open the Cdifornia State University, Channel
Islands campusin fall 2002.
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O CALIFORNIA

Introduction

Commaission responsibilities and authority
regarding new campuses and centers

Section 66904 of the Califormia Education Code ex-
presges the intent of the Legislature that the sites
for new institutions or branches of public postsecon-
dary education will not be authorized or acquired
unless recommended by the Commission:

It 18 the intent of the Legislature that sites for
new institutions or branches of the Umversity
of California and the California State Univer-
sity, and the classes of off-campus centers as
the Commission shall determine, shall not be
authorized or acquired uniess recommended by
the Commission.

It is further the intent of the Legislature that
Cahforma community colleges shall not receive
State funds for acquusition of sites or construc-
tion of new 1nstitutions, branches or off-campus
centers unless recommended by the Commas-
sion Acqueition or construction of non-State-
funded community colleges, branches and off-
campus centers, and proposals for acquisition
or construction shall be reported to and may be
reviewed and commented upon by the Commus-
sion

Evolution and purpose of the guidelines

In order to carry out 1ts given responsibilities 1n
this area, the Commission adopted policies relating
to the review of new campuses and centers 1n April
1975 and revised those policies 1n September 1978
and September 1982. Both the 1975 document and
the two revisions outlined the Commission’s basic
assumptions under which the guidehines and pro-
cedures were developed and then specified the pro-
posals subject to Commission review, the criteria
for reviewang proposals, the schedule to be followed

Guidelines for Review of Proposed
University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational Centers

by the segments when submitting proposals, and
the contents of the required “needs studies "

In 1990, the Commussion approved a substantive re-
vision of what by then was called Guidelines for Re-
view of Proposed Campuses and Off-Campus Cen-
ters (reproduced 1n Appendix A on pages 11-15)
Through that revision, the Commission sought to
incorporate a statewide planning agenda into the
quasi-regulatory function the guidelines have al-
ways represented, and the result was a greater sys-
temwide attention to statewide perspectives than
had previously been in evidence These new guide-
lines called for a statewide plan from each of the
systems, then a “Letter of Intent” that 1dentified a
gystem’s plans to create one or more new mstitu-
tiong, and finally, a formal needs study for the pro-
posed new institution that would provide certain
prescribed data elements and satisfy specific erite-
ria At each stage of thiz process, the Commission
would be able to comment either positively or nega-
tively, thereby ensuring that planning for a new
campus or center would not proceed to a point
where 1t could not be reversed should the evidence
indicate the necessity for a reversal

This three-stage review concept -- statewide plan,
prehiminary review, then final review -- appears to
be fundamentally sound, but seme clanfications of
the 1990 document have nevertheless become es-
sential, for several reasons

¢ In those Guidelines, the Commission stated only
briefly 1ts requirements for a statewide plan and
for letters of intent These requarements warrant
greater clanfication, particularly regarding the
need for mter-system cooperation, to assist the
systems and commumty college districts in the
development of proposals

o The 1990 Guidelines assumed that a single set of
procedures could be applied to all three public
systems In practice, this assumption was overly
optimistic, and thus 1992 revision more specifi-



cally recogmizes the major functional differences
among the three systems

o The procedures for developing enrollment projec-
tions need to be altered to account for the curtail-
ment of activities created by the severe staffing
reductions at the Demographic Regearch Unit of
the Department of Finance, which have eliminat-
ed 1ts ability to make special projections for com-
munity college districts and reduced its capacity
to praject graduate enrollments

e The unprecedented number of proposals emanat-
ing from the community colleges, as well as the
staff reductions experienced by the Commission,
require a streamhiming of the approval process
Consequently, certain timelines have been short-
ened, and all have been clarified as to the dura-
ticn of review at each stage of the process

e Over the years, the distinctions among several
terms, such as “college,” “center,” and “mstitu-
tion,” have become unclear

By 1992, experience with the 1990 procedures sug-
gested that they needed rewvision 1n order to over-
come these problemas and accommodate the
changed planming environment in Califorma, par-
ticularly related to California’s dimmished finan-
cial resources and growing college-age population

Policy assumptions used
in developing these guidelines

The following six policy assumptions are central to
the development of the procedures and critena that
the Commission uses 1n reviewing proposals for
new campuses and off-campus centers

1 It1s State policy that each resident of Califorma
who has the capacity and motivation to benefit
from higher education will have the opportumty
to enroll n an 1nstitution of higher education
The Califormiea Community Colleges shall con-
tinue to be accessible to all persons at least 18
years of age who can benefit from the instruction
offered, regardless of district boundaries The
Califormia State University and the Umiversity
of California shall continue to be accessible to
first-time freshmen among the pool of students
eligible according to Master Plan eligibility
guidelines Master Plan guidelines on under-

graduate admission priorities will continue to be
(1) continuing undergraduates n good standing,
(2) California residents who are successful trans-
fers from Califormia public commumity colleges,
(3) California residents entering at the fresh-
man or sophomore level, and (4) residents of
other states or foreign countries

2. The differentiation of function among the sys-
tems with regard to institutional mission shall
continue to be as defined by the State’s Master
Plan for Higher Education

3 The Univeraity of Cahfornia plans and develops
ita campuses and off-campus centers on the basis
of statewide need

4 The California State University plans and devel-
ops 1ts campuses and off-campus centers on the
basis of statewide needs and special regional
considerations.

5. The California Community Colleges plan and
develop their campuses and off-campus centers
on the bagia of local needs

8 Planned enrollment capacities are established
for and cbserved by all campuses of public post-
secondary education These capacities are deter-
mined on the basis of statewide and 1nstitutional
economies, community and campus environ-
ment, physical limitations on campus size, pro-
gram requirements and student enroliment lev-
els, and internal organization FPlanned enroll-
ment capacities are established by the governing
boards of community college districts (and re-
viewed by the Board of Governors of the Califor-
nia Community Colleges: the Trustees of the
Califormia State Umiversity, and the Regents of
the University of California

Definitions

For the purposes of these guidelines, the following
definitions shall apply

Outreach Operation (all systems) An outreach op-
eration 18 an enterprise, operated away from a com-
munity college or university campus, 1n leased or
donated facilities, which offers credit courses sup-
ported by State funds, and which serves a student



population of less than 500 full-time-equivalent
students (FTES) at a single location

Educational Center (California Community Colle-
ges). An educational center 1s an off-campus enter-
prise owned or leased by the parent district and ad-
mimstered by a parent college The center must en-
roll 2 minimum of 500 fuli-time-equivalent stu-
dents, maintain an on-site admimistration (typical-
ly headed by a dean or director, but not by a pres:i-
dent, chancellor, or superintendent), and offer pro-
grams leading to certificates or degrees to be con-
ferred by the parent institution

Educational Center (The California State Univer-
sity) An educational center 1s an off-campus enter-
prise owned or leased by the Trustees and adminis-
tered by a parent State University campus. The
center must offer courses and programs only at the
upper division and graduate levels, enroll a mim-
mum of 500 full-time-equivalent students, main-
tain an on-site administration (typically headed by
a dean or director, but not by a president), and offer
certificates or degrees to be conferred by the parent
institution Educational facihties operated in other
states and the District of Columbia shall not be re-
garded as educational centers for the purposes of
these guidelines, unless State capital outlay fun-
ding 18 used for construction, renovation, or equip-
ment.

Educational Center (Univermity of Califormia) An
educational center is an off-campus enterprise own-
ed or leased by the Regents and admimstered by a
parent University campus The center must offer
courses and programs only at the upper division and
graduate levels, enroll a mimimum of 500 full-time

equivalent students, maintain an on-site adminis-
tration (typically headed by a dean or director, but
not by a chancellor), and offer certificates or degrees
to be conferred by the parent institution Organized
Research Units (ORUs) and the Northern and
Southern Regional Labrary Facilities shall not be
regarded as educational centers. Educational facih-
ties operated in other states and the Dhstrict of
Columbia shall not be regarded as educational cen-
ters unless State capital outlay funding 1s used for
construction, renovation, or equipment.

College (Calhfornia Community Colleges) A full-
service, separately accredited, degree and certii-

1cate granting institution offering a full comple-
ment of lower-divizion programs and services, usu-
ally at a single campus location owned by the die-
trict; colleges enroll a minimum of 1,000 full-time-
equivalent students. A college will have its own
admimstration and be headed by a president or a
chancellor

Uniwversity Campus (University of Californmia and
The Califernia State University): A separately ac-
credited, degree-granting institution offering pro-
grams at the lower division, upper division, and
graduate levels, usually at a single campus location
owned by the Regents or the Trustees, umversity
campuses enroll a minimum of 1,000 full-time-
equivalent students. A university campus will
have 1ts own adm:inistration and be headed by a
president or chancellor

Institution (all three gystems): As used in these
guidelines, “institution” refers to an educational
center, a college, or a umiversity campus, but not to
an outreach operation

Projects subject to Commission review

New 1institutions (educational centers, campuses,
and colleges) are subject to review, while outreach
operations are not The Commission may, however,
review and comment on other projects consistent
with 1ts overall State planning and coordination
role

Stages in the review pracess

Three stages of systemwide responsibility are 1n-
volved 1n the process by which the Commaission re-
views propesals for new institutions, (1) the formu-
lation of a long-range plan by each of the three pub-
lic systems; (2) the submission of a “Letter of Intent
to Expand” by the systemwide governing board, and
(3) the submission of a “Needs Study” by the sys-
temwide governing board Each of these stages 1s
discussed below

1 The systemutde long-range plan

Plans for new institutions should be made by the



Regents, the Trustees, and the Board of Governors
only after the adoption of a systemwide plan that
addresses total statewide long-range growth needs,
including the capacity of exsting institutions to
accommodate those needs. Each governing board
should submuit 1ts statewnde plan to the Commission
for review and comment (with copies to the Depart-
ment of Finance, the Demographic Research Umt,
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) before
proceeding with planz for the acquisition or con-
struction of new 1nstitutions Each system must up-
date 1ts systemwide long-range plan every five
vears and submit it to the Commission for review
and comment

Each systemwide long-range plan should include
the following elements:

» For all three public systems, a 15-year under-
graduate enrollment projection for the system,
presented 1n terms of both headcount and full-
time-equivalent students (FTES) Such projec-
tions shall inelude a full explanation of all
assumptions underlying them, consider the an-
nual projections developed by the Demographic
Research Unit of the Department of Finance, and
explain any significant departures from those
projections

» For the Umiversity of Califormia and the Cali-
forma State University, a systemwide 15-year
graduate enrollment projection, presented with a
full explanation of all assumptions underlying
the projection

» Each of the three public systems should provide
evidence within the long-range plan of cooperat-
we planning with Cahformia’s other public sys-
tems, such as documentation of official contacts,
meetings, correspondence, or other efforts to inte
grate its own planning with the planning efforts
of the other public systems and with any inde-
pendent colleges and universities in the area
The physical capacities of existing independent
colleges and universities should be considered If
digagreements exist among the systems regard-
mg such matters as enrollment projections or the
scope, location, construction, or conversion of
new facilities, the long-range plan should clearly
state the nature of those disagreements

» For all three public systems, the physical and
planned enrollment capacity of each 1nstitution
within the system Physical capacity shall be de-

termined by analyzing existing capacity space
plus funded capacity projecis Planned enroll-
ment capacity shall be the ultimate enrollment
capacity of the institution as determined by the
respective governing board of the system -- Re-
gents, Trustees, or Board of Governors,

» For all three public systems, a development plan
that includes the approximate opening dates
(within a range of plus or minus two years) of all
new 1netitutions -- educational centers, commu-
nity colleges, and university campuses, the ap-
proximate capacity of those institutions at open-
ing and after five and ten yeara of operation, the
geopgraphic area 1n which each 1nstitution 1s to be
located (region of the State for the University of
Califormia, county or city for the Califormia State
Unaversity, and district for community colleges),
and whether a center 18 proposed to be converted
into & community college or umiversity campus
within the 15-year perod specified

» A projection of the capital outlay cost (excluding
bond interest) of any new 1nstitutions proposed to
be built witlhun the 15-year period specified, ar-
rayed by capacity at various stages over the
fifteen-year period (e g opening enrcllment of
2,000 FTES; 5,000 FTES five years later, etc }, to-
gether with a statement of the assumptions used
to develop the cost projection

» A projection of the ongoing capital outlay cost
(excluding bond interest) of existing 1nstitutions,
arrayed by the cost of new space to accommodate
enrcllment growth, and the cost to renovate ex-
1sting bwldings and infrastructure, together
with a statement of the assumptions used to de-
velop the cost projection, and with maintenance
costs 1ncluded only if the type of maintenance 1n-
volved 18 normally part of a system’s capital out-
lay budget.

2 The “Letter of Intent to Expand”

New unwersity campuses No less than five years
prior to the time 1t expects 1ts first capital outlay
appropriation, the Regents or the Trustees should
submit to the Commission (with copies to the De-
partment of Finance, the Demographic Research
Unit, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a
“Letter of Intent to Expand ” This letter should con-
tain the following information



» A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection for
the new university campus (from the campus’s
opening date), developed by the systemwide cen-
tral office, which should be conmstent with the
statewide projections developed annually by the
Demographiec Research Umt of the Department
of Finance. The systemwide central office may
seek the advice of the Unit 1n developing the pre-
jection, but Unit approval 18 not required at this
stage.

» The geographic location of the new univeraity
campus (region of the State for the University of
Calfforma and county or ety for the California
State Umversity)

» If the statewnde plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new 1nstitution,
the reason for prioritizing the proposed universi-
ty campus ahead of other new institutions should
be specified

» A time schedule for development of the new um-
versity campus, including preliminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the firat capital outlay
appropriation.

» A copy of the resolution by the governing board
authorizing the new university campus

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed univers:-
ty campus 18 to be located, indicating population
densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations

Conversion by the Unwersity of California or the
California State University of an existing education-
al center to a uniwversity campus No less than three
years prior to the time 1t expects to enroll lower di-
vision students for the first time, the Regents or the
Trustees should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demo-
graphic Research Unit, and the Office of the Legis-
lative Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand.” This
letter should contain the following information.

» The complete enrollment history (headcount and
full-time-equivalent students) or the previous
ten vears history (whichever 13 less) of the educa-
tional center. A prehmnary ten-year enrollment
projection for the new umversity campus (from

the campus'z opening date), developed by the sys-
temwide central office, which should be consis-
tent with the statew:de projections developed an-
nually by the Demographic Research Umt of the
Department of Finance. The systemwide central
office may seek the advice of the Unit in develop-
ing the projection, but Umt approval 18 not re-
quired at this stage

» If the statewrde plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of other new institution(s), the rea-
son for priontizing the proposed umversity cam-
pus ahead of other new institutions should be
specified

» A time schedule for converting the educational
center and for developing the new university
campus, 1ncluding preliminary dates and enroll-
ment levels at the opening, final bmldout, and
intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation for the new unuversity campus

» A copy of the resolution by the governing board
authonzing conversion of the educational center
to a umversity campus,

» Maps of the area in which the proposed univers:-
ty campus 18 to be located, indicating population
densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations.

New educational centers of the University of Califor-
nia and the California State Uniwversity No less
than two years prior to the time 1t expects 1its first
capital outlay appropriation, the Regents or the
Trustees should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demogra-
phic Research Umt, and the Office of the Legisla-
tive Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand * This
letter should contain the following information

» A prelimnary five-year enrollment projection for
the new educational center (from the center’s
opening date}, developed by the systemwide cen-
tral office, which should be consistent with the
statewide projections developed annually by the
Demographic Research Unit of the Department
of Fmance The systemwide central office may
seek the advice of the Umt 1in developing the pro-
Jection, but Unit approval 1s not required at this
stage.



» The location of the new educational center 1n
terms as specific as possible An area not exceed-
g a few square miles 1n si1ze should be 1dent:-
fied.

» If the statewide plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new institution,
the reasons for prioritizing the proposed educa-
tional center ahead of other new institutions
should be specified.

» A time schedule for development of the new edu-
cational center, including preliminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opeming, final buildout,
and intermediate stages.

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation

» A copy of the resolution by the govermng board
authorizing the new educational center.

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed educa-
tional center 18 to be located, indicating popula-
tion densities, topography, and road and highway
configurationg.

New California Communuty Colleges No less than
36 months prior to the time 1t expects 1tz first cap-
tal outlay appropriation, the Board of Governors of
the California Commumty Colleges should submit
to the Commission (with copies to the Department
of Finance, the Demographic Research Unit, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a “Letter of
Intent to Expand.” This letter should contain the
follownng information

» A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection for
the new college (from the college’s opening date),
developed by the district and/or the Chancellor'’s
Office, which should be consistent with the state-
wide projections developed annually by the De-
mographic Research Urut of the Department of
Finance The Chancellor’s Office may seek the
advice of the Unit in developing the projection,
but Unit approval 12 not required at this stage

» The location of the new college 1n terms as specif-
1c as posgible, usually not exceeding a few square
miles

» A copy of the district’s most recent five-year cap:-
tal construction plan

» If the statewide plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new institution
within the 15-year term of the plan, the plan
should prioritize the proposed new colleges 1n
terms of three five-year intervals (near term, m:d
term, and long term) Priorities within each of
the five-year periods of time shall be established
through the Board of Governors five-year capital
outlay planming process required by Supplemen-
tal Language to the 1989 Budget Act.

» A time schedule for development of the new col-
lege, including preliminary dates and enrollment
levels at the opeming, final buildout, and
mtermediate stages

» A tentafive ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay ap-
pPropriation

» A copy of the resolution by the Board of Gover-
nors authonzing the new college

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed new col-
lege is to be located, indicating population densi-
ties, topography, and road and highway config-
urations.

New California Communuty College educational cen-
ters No less than 18 months prior to the time it ex-
pects 1ts first capital outlay appropriation, the
Board of Governors of the Cahformia Community
Colleges should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demogra-
phic Research Umt, and the Office of the Legsla-
tive Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand " Thas
letter should contain the following information

» A preliminary five-year enrcllment projection for
the new educational center (from the center’s
opening date), developed by the district and/or
the Chancellor’s Office, which should be consis-
tent with the statewide projections developed an-
nually by the Demographic Regearch Unit of the
Department of Finance The Chancellor’s Office
may seek the advice of the Unit 1n developing the
projection, but Unit approval 1s not required at
this stage

» The location of the new educational center 1n
terms as specific as possible, usually not exceed-
ing a few square miles



» A copy of the district’s most recent five-year capi-
tal construction plan

» If the statewide plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new institution
within the 15-year term of the plan, the plan
should prioritize the proposed new centers 1n
terms of three five-year intervals (near term, md
term, and long term). Prionties within each of
the five-year perioda of time shall be establighed
through the Board of Governors five-year capital
outlay planning process required by Supplemen-
tal Language to the 1989 Budget Act

» A time schedule for development of the new edu-
cational center, including preliminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages.

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay appro-
priation.

» A copy of the resolution by the Board of Gover-
nors authonzing the new educational center

» Maps of the area in which the proposed educa-
tional center 15 to be located, indicating popula-
tion densitiea, topography, and road and highway
configurations

3 Commusaion response
to the “Letter of Intent to Expand”

Once the “Letter of Intent to Expand” 1s received,
Commnusgion staff will review the enrollment projec-
tions and other data and information that serve as
the basis for the proposed new institution If the
plans appear to be reasonable, the Commaission's
executive director will advise the systemwide chiefl
executive officer to move forward with site acquisi-
tion or further development pians The Executive
Director may 1n this process raise concerns about
defects in the Letter of Intent to Expand that need
to be addressed 1n the planning process If the Exec-
utive Director 1s unable to advise the chief execu-
tive officer to move forward with the expansion
plan, he or she shall so state to the chief executive
officer prior to notifying the Department of Finance
and the Legislature of the basis for the negative
recommendation. The Executive Dhrector shall re-
spond to the chief executive officer, 1n writing, no

later than 60 days following submiassion of the Let-
ter of Intent toc Expand to the Commission.

4 Development of the “needs study”

Following the Executive Director’s preliminary re-
commendation to move forward, the systemwide
central offices shall proceed with the final process of
wdentifying potential sites for the new wnstitution.
If property for the new institution 18 already owned
by the system, alternative sites must be identified
and considered in the manner required by the
Califormma Environmental Quality Act So as to
avold redundancy 1n the preparation of informa-
tion, all materials germane to the environmental
1mpact report process shall be made available to the
Commission at the same time that they are made
available to the designated responsible agencies

Upon approval of the environmental impact report
by the lead agency, the systemwide central office
shall forward the final environmental impact report
for the site as well as the final needs study for the
new institution to the Commssion The needs
study must respond fully to each of the criteria out-
Iined below, which collectively will constitute the
basis on which the proposal for the new mstitution
will be evaluated. The needs study shall be com-
plete only upon receipt of the environmental 1mpact
report, the academic master plan, the special enroll-
ment projection approved by the Demographic Re-
search Umt, and complete responses to each of the
criteria listed below

5 Commussion action

Once the Commssion has received the completed
needs study, the Executive Director shall certify the
completeness of that Needs Study to the system-
wide chief executive officer The Commuission shall
take final action on any proposal for a new nstitu-
tion according to the following schedule

New university campus
University of Califormia One Year
The California State Umversity One Year
New college
Cahforma Community Colleges Six Months

New Educational Center
Umversity of California  Six Months
The California State University Si1x Months



Calfornia Community Colleges * Four Months

Once the Commisgion has teken action on the pro-
posal, the Executive Director will notify the appro-
pnate legislative committee chairs, the Depart-
ment of Finance, and the Office of the Lemslative
Analyst

Criteria for evaluating proposals

As stated 1n Sections 66903[2a] and 66203(5] of the
Education Code, the Commussion’s responsibility 18
to determine “the need for and location of new nst1-
tutions and campuses of public hugher education ”
The critena below follow that categorization:

Critena related to need

1 Enroliment projections

11 Enrollment projections must be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the “new institution,”
as that term 18 defined above For a proposed new
educational center, enrollment projections for each
of the first five years of operation (from the center's
opening date), must be provided For a proposed
new college or university campus, enrollment pro-
jections for each of the first ten years of operation
{from the college’s or campus’s opening date) must
be provided. When an existing educational center
18 proposed to be converted to a new college or uni-
versity campus, the center’s previous enrollment
history, or the previous ten year’s hustory (whichev-
er 18 less) must also be provided.

As the designated demographic agency for the
State, the Demographic Research Unit has the stat-
utory responsibility for preparnng systemwide and
district enrollment. For a proposed new institution,
the Unit will approve all projections of undergrad-
uate enrollment developed by a systemwide central
office of one of the public systems or by the commu-
nity college district proposing the new institution
The Unit shall provnide the systems with advice and
mstructions on the preparation of enrollment pro-
jections Commumity College projections shall be
developed pursuant to the Umt’s instructions, in-
cluded as Appendix B of these guidelines on pages
17-34

Undergraduate enrollment projections for new
mstitutions of the Univeraity of Califormia and the

Califormia State Urnaversity shall be presented 1n
terms of headcount and full-time-equivalent stu-
dents (FTES). Lower-division enrollment projec-
tions for new institutions of the California Commu-
nity Colleges shall be presented in terms of head-
count students, Weekly Student Contact Hours
(WSCH), and WSCH per headcount student.

Graduate and professional student enrollment pro-
jections shall be prepared by the systemwide cen-
tral office proposing the new institution In prepar-
ing these projections, the specific methodology
and/or rationale generating the projections, an ana-
lys1s of supply and demand for graduate education,
and the need for new graduate and professional de-
grees, must be provided

12 For a new University of California campus,
statewide enrollment projected for the University
should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
existing University campuses and educational cen-
ters as defined 1n the systemwide long-range plan
developed by the Regents pursuant to Item 1 of
these guidelines If the statewide enrollment pro-
jection does not exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity for the University system, compelling state-
wide needs for the estabhshment of the new unmiver-
gity campus must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide needs to be established, the
University must demonstrate why these needs de-
serve priority attention over competing systemwide
needs for both support and capital outlay funding

1 3 For a new Umversity of Califorma educational
center, statewide enrollment projected for the Uni-
versity should exceed the planned enrollment capa-
city of existing University campuses and education-
al centers as defined 1n the systemwide long-range
plan developed by the Regents pursuant to Item 1 of
these gmdehnes If the statewide enrollment pro-
jection does not exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity for the University system, compelling state-
wide needs for the establishment of the new edu-
cational center must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide needs to be established, the
University must demonstrate why these needs de-
serve priority attention over competing needs n
other sectors of the University for both support and
capital outlay funding

1 4 For a new Cahforma State Umiversity campus,
statewide enrollment projected for the State



Umiversity system should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing State University cam-
puses and educational centers as defined in the sys-
temwide long-range plan developed by the Board of
Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of these gindelines If
the statewnde enrollment projection does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling regional needs must be demonstrated
In order for compelling regicnal needs to be demon-
strated, the system must specify why these regional
needs deserve priority attention over competing
needs in other sectorz of the State Unmiversity sys-
tem for both support and capital outlay funding

15 For a new Calhforma State University educa-
tional center, statewide enrollment projected for the
State University system should exceed the planned
enroilment capacity of existing State University
campuses and educational centers as defined 1n the
systemw1de long-range plan developed by the Board
of Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of these gudelines.
If the statewnde enrollment projection does not ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity for the State
Umiversity system, compelling statewide or region-
al needs for the establishment of the new education-
al center must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide or regional needs to be estab-
lished, the State University must demonstrate why
these needs deserve priority attention over compet-
1ng needs 1n other sectors of the University for both
support and capital outlay funding

16 For a new commumty college or educational
center, enrcllment projecied for the distrct propos-
ing the college or educational center should exceed
the planned enrcllment capacity of existing district
colleges and educational centers If the district en-
rollment projection does not exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district colleges or
educational centers, compelling regitonal or local
needs must be demonstrated The district shall
demonstrate local needs by satisfying the require-
ments of the critena specified 1n these guidelines
Regional and statewide needs shall be demon-
strated by the Board of Governors through the long-
range planning process

2 Programmatwe allernatives

21 Proposals for new institutions should address
at least the following alternatives (1) the possibil-

1ty of establishing an educational center instead of
a university campus or community college, (2) the
expansion of existing institutions; (3) the increased
utihization of existing 1nstitutions, particularly in
the afternoons and evenings, and during the sum-
mer months, (4) the shared use of existing or new
facilities and programs with other postsecondary
education 1nstitutions, in the same or other public
systems or independent institutions, (5) the use of
nontraditional modes of 1nstructional delivery, such
as “colleges without walls” and distance learning
through interactive television and computerized
mstruction, and (6) private fund raising or dona-
tions of land or facilities for the proposed new 1nsti-
tution

3 Serving the disadvantaged

31 The new institution must facilitate access for
disadvantaged and historically underrepresented

groups

4 Academic planning and program justification

4.1 The programs projected for the new institution
must be described and justified. An academic mas-
ter plan, mncluding a general sequence of program
and degree level plans, and an 1natitutional plan to
umplement such State goals az access, quality; in-
tersegmental cooperation, and diversification of
students, faculty, administration, and staff for the
new wnstitution, must be provided

5 Consideration of needed funding

51 A cost analysis of both capital outlay esti-
mates and projected support costs for the new insti-
tution, and pessible options for alternative funding
sources, must be provided

Criteria related to location

6 Consideration of alternative sites

61 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, includ-
1ng a consideration of alternative sites for the new
institution, must be articulated and documented
This criterion may be satisfied by the Environmen-
tal Impact Report, provided 1t contains a compre-
hensive analysis of the advantages and disadvan-
tages of alternative sites



7. Geographic and physical accessibility

71 The physical, social, and demographic charac-
teristics of the location and surrounding service
areas for the new institution must be included

72 There must be a plan for student, faculty, and
staff transportation to the proposed location Plans
for student and faculty housing, including projec-
tions of needed on-campue residential facilities,
should be included if appropriate For locations
that do not plan to mamntain student on-campus
residences, reasonable commuting time for students
- defined generally as not exceeding a 30-45 minute
automobile drive (including time to locate parking)
for a majority of the residents of the service area --
must be demonstrated

8 Enwironmental ard sociwal impact

8.1 The proposal must include a copy of the final
environmental impact report. To expedite the re-
view process, the Commission should be provided
allinformation related to the environmental impact
report procesa as 1t becomes available to responsible
agencies and the public

9. Effects on other institutions

9.1 Other systems, institutions, and the communi-
ty 1n which the new 1nstitution 18 to be located
should be consulted dunng the planning process,
especially at the time that alternatives to expansion
are explored. Strong local, regional, and/or state-
wide 1nterest 1n the proposed facility must be
demonstrated by letters of support from responsible
agencies, groups, and mdividuals

10

92 The establishment of a new Umiversity of Cali-
fornia or California State Univerzity campus or
educational center must take into consideration the
impact of a new facility on existing and projected
enrollments 1n the neighboring institutions of its
own and of other systems

93 Theestablishment of a new community college
must not reduce existing and projected enrollments
1n adjacent community colleges -- either within the
district proposing the new college or 1n adjacent dis-
triets -- to a level that will damage their economy of
operation, or create excess enrollment capacity at
these institutions, or lead to an unnecessary dupli-
cation of programs

Other considerations
10  Economuc efficrency

101 Since it1s 1n the best interests of the State to
encourage maxiumum economy of operation, priority
shall be gaiven to proposals for new 1nstitutions
where the State of California 15 relieved of all or
part of the financial burden When such proposals
include gifts of land, construction costs, or equip-
ment, a higher priority shall be granted to such pro-
jects than to projects where all costs are born by the
State, assumming all other critena histed above are
satisfied.

102 A higher prionity shall be given to projects in-
volving intersegmental cooperation, provided the
systems or institutions mmvolved can demonstrate a
financial savings or programmatic advantage to the
State as a result of the cooperative effort.
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Guidelines for Review of Proposed Campuses
and Off-Campus Centers (1990 Edition)

Introduction

Commussion responsibilities and authority
regarding new campuses and centers

Califormia Education Code Section 66904 expresses
the intent of the Legslature that the sites for new
mstitutions or branches of public postsecondary ed-
ucation will not be authorized or acquired unless
recommended by the Commszion.

It 18 the intent of the Legislature that sites for
new mstitutions or branches of the University
of Californma and the California State Univer-
sity, and the classes of off-campus centers as
the commssion shall determine, shall not be
authorized or acquired unless recommended by
the commission

It is further the of the Legislature that Califor-
ma commumnty colleges shall not receive state
funds for acquisition of sites or construction of
new institutions, branches or off-campus cen-
ters unless recommended by the commission
Acquisition or construction of non-state-funded
commumty colleges, branches and off- campus
centers, and proposals for acquisition or con-
struction shall be reported to and may be re-
viewed and commented upon by the Commas-
g0n

Evolution and purpose of the guidelines

In order to carry out 1ts given responsibilities in this
area, the Commission in April 1975 adopted policies
relating to the review of new campuses and centers
and revised those policies 1n September 1978 and
September 1982 Both the 1975 document and the
two revisions outlined the Commission’s basic as-
sumptions under which the guidelines and proce-
dures were developed and then specified the propos-
als subject to Commission review, the critera for re-
viewing proposals, the schedule to be followed by the
segments when submutting proposals, and the con-
tents of the required “needs studies ”

Reasons for the current revisions

By 1988, expenience with the existing procedures
suggested that they needed revision 1n order to ac-
commodate the changed planning environment in
Califorma, particularly related to Califorma’s Envi-
ronmental Qualty Act and the environmental 1m-
pact report (EIR) process, as well as to accommodate
various provisions of the recently renewed Master
Plan for Higher Education In addition, Califorma’s
postsecondary enrollment demand continues to 1n-
crease, and as the public segments move forward
with thewr long-range facilities plans, the time 18
particularly ripe for revising the existing guide-
lines. This revision 18 intended to (1) ensure that
the public segments grow 1n an orderly and efficient
manner and that they meet the State’s policy objec-
tives for postsecondary education under the Master
Plan, (2) ensure proper and timely review by the
State of segmental plans based on clearly stated cr1-
tena, and (3) assist the segments 1n determining the
procedures that need to be followed to prepare and
implement their expansion plans

Policy assumptions used
in developing these guidelines

The following six policy assumptions are central to
the development of the procedures and criteria that
the Commission uses 1n reviewing proposals for new
campuses and off-campus centers.

1 It will continue to be State policy that each resi-
dent of Califormia who has the capacity and moti-
vation to benefit from higher education will have
the opportunity to enroll 1n an 1nstitution of
higher education The Cahfornia Community
Colleges shall continue to be accessible to all per-
sons at least 18 years of age who can benefit from
the instruction offered, regardless of distrnct
boundaries The Califorma State University and
the University of Californmia shall continue to be
accessible to first-time freshmen among the pool

"
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of students eligible according to Master Plan eli-
gibihty guidelines Master Plan guidelines on
undergraduate admission priorities will contin
ue to be (1) continuing undergraduates in good
gtanding, (2) Calhiforma residents who are suc-
cessful transfers from California public commu-
nity colleges, (3) California residents entering at
the freshman or sophomore level, and (4) resi-
dents of other states or foreign counties

The differentiation of function between the seg-
ments with regard to institutional mission shall
continue to be as defined by the State's Master
Plan for Higher Education

The University of California plans and develops
1ts campuses and off-campus centers on the basis
of statewide need

The Cahfornia State University plans and devel-
ops 1ts campuses and off-campus centers on the
basis of statewide needs and special regional con-
siderations

The Calhifornia Community Colleges plan and de-
velop their campuses and off-campus centers on
the basis of local needs

Planned enrollment capacities are established
for and observed by all campuses of public post-
secondary education These capacities are deter-
mined on the basis of statewide and 1nstitutional
economies, community and campus environment,
limitations on campus size, program require-
ments and student enrollment levels, and inter-
nal crgamzation. Planned capacities are esta-
blished by the goverming boards of community
college districts (and reviewed by the Board of
Governors of the California Community Colleg-
es), the Trustees of the California State Univer-
sity, and the Regents of the Umiversity of Califor-
nia These capacities, as well as the statewide
procedures for setting theee capacities, are sub-
ject to review and recommendation by the Com-
mission provided in Califorma Educetion Code
Section 66903

Projects subject to Commission review

The following types of projects are subject to review
new campuses and permanent off-campus centers,
major off-campug centers in leased facilities, and
conversion of off-campus centers to full-service cam-
puses The Commission may also review and com-
ment on other projects consistent with its overall
State planning and coordination role

Schedule for the review of new projects

The following timelines are meant to allow a reason-
able amount of time for Commission review of plans
at appropriate stages in the process The Commis-
sion can accelerate its review of the process if 1t so
chooses

Unless otherwise specified, all three public postse-
condary segments should endeavor to observe these
timelines when proposing construction of a major
new project subject to Commission review under
these guidelines

1 Plans for new campuses and permanent off-
campus centers should be made by the segmental
governing boards following their adoption of a
systemwide planning framework designed to ad-
dress total statewide segmental long-range
growth needs, including the capacity of existing
campuses and centers to accommodate those
needs, and the development of new campuses and
centers This planning framework should be
submitted to the Commission for review and
comment before proceeding with plans for loca-
tion and construction of new campuses

2 Segments are requested to defer the selection of
specific sites for new campusss or permanent off-
campus centers until such time as they have 1n-
formed the Commission of their general plans for
expansion and received a recommendation from
the Commssion to proceed with further expan-
sion activity. No later than one year prior to the
date the segment expects to forward a final pro-
posal for a new campus or center to the Commus-
sion, or 18 months prior to the time when 1t
hopes



the Commission will forward its final recommen-
dation about the facility to the Governor and
Legislature, it is requested to transmit a letter
of intent to expand to the Commission The let-
ter of intent should 1nclude, at minimum, the fol-
lowing information for the new campus (1} pre-
liminary projections of enrollment demand by
age of student and level of instruction, {2) its
general location, and (3) the basis on which the
segment has determined that expansion 1n this
area at this tume 18 a systemwide priority 1n con-
trast to other potential segmental priorities
Other information that may be available that
will be required at the time of the final needs
study (see below, item 1-4) may also be submat-
ted at thus time

Onece the “letter of intent” 15 received, Commus-
s1on staff will review the enrollment projections
and other data and information that serve as the
basis for the proposed new campus This review
will be done 1n consultation with staff from the
Demographic Research Unit 1n the State Depart-
ment of Finance, which 1s the agency statutorily
responsible for demographie research and popu-
lation projections. If the plans appear to be rea-
sonable, the Commission will recommend that
the segments move forward with their site acqui-
sition or further development plans The Com-
misslon may 1n this process raise concerns with
the segments about defects mn the plans that need
to be addressed 1n the planning process If the
Comnussion 1s unable to recommend approval of
moving forward with the expansion plans, 1t
shall so state to the segmental goverming board
prior to notifying the Department of Finance and
the Legislature of its analysis and the basis for
its negative recommendation The Commission
shall consider the preliminary plan no later than
60 days following 1te submission to the Commus-
si0n

Following the Commission’s prehminary recom-
mendation to move forward, the segments are re-
guested to proceed with the final process of 1den-
tifying potential sites for the campus or perma-
nent off-campus center. If property appropriate
for the campus or center 18 already owned by the
segment, alternative sites to that must be 1denta-
fied and considered 1n the manner required by
the California Environmental Quality Act So as
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to avoid redundancy 1n preparation of informa-
tion, all materials that are germane to the envi-
ronmental 1mpact report process shall be made
avallable to the Commussion at the same time
that it 18 made available to the designated re-
sponsible agencies

5 Upon completion of the environmental review
process and no more than six months prior to the
time of expected final Commission approval of
the proposed new campus, the segment shall for-
ward the final environmental impact report for
the site as well as the final needs study report for
the campus or center to the Commission The
needs study report should address each of the en-
teria outlined helow on which the proposal for
the campus or center will be evaluated

6 Once the Commission has received from the seg-
ment all matenals necegsary for evaluating the
proposal, it shall certify the completeness of the
application to the segment, The Commission
shall take final action on proposals during the
next 51X months. In reviewing the proposal, the
Commission will seek approval of the enrollment
projections by the Demographic Research Unit,
unless the justification for expansion 18 primar-
ily unrelated to meeting access demands Once
the Commuzgsion hags taken action on the propos-
al, 1t will so notify both the Department of Fi-
nance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

Critena for evaluating proposals

1 Enroliment projections

1.1 For new facilities that are planned to accom-
modate expanded enrollments, enrollment projec-
tions should be sufficient to justify the establish-
ment of the campus or off-campus center For the
proposed new campus or center, enrollment projec-
tions for each of the first ten years of operation, and
for the fifteenth and twentieth years, must be pro-
vided When an existing off-campus center 1s pro-
posed to be converted to a new campus, all previous
enrollment experience must also be provided

As the designated demographic agency for the State,
the Demographic Research Umnit has lead responsi-
bility for prepanng systemwide and district enroll-
ment projections, as well as projections for specific

13
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proposals The Demographic Research Umnit wnll pre-
pare enrcllment projections for all Community Col-
iege proposals, and exther the Demographic Research
{Jmt population projections or K-12 enrollment esti-
mates must be used as the basis for generating en-
rollment projections 1n any needs study prepared by
the University of Califorma or the California State
University For the two Umiversity segments, the
Commission will request the Demographic Research
Unit to review and approve demographically-driven
enrollment projections prior to Commigsion consid-
eration of the final proposal, unless the campus or
permanent center 18 justified on academac, policy, or
other cnteria that do not relate stnictly to enroll-
ment demand.

For graduate/professional student enrollment esti-
mates, the specific methodology and/or rationale
generating the estimates, an analysis of supply of
and demand for graduate education, and the need
for new graduate and professional degrees, must be
provided

1.2 Statewnde enrollment projected for the Univer-
sity of California should exceed the planned enroll-
ment capacity of existing University campuses as
defined 1n their long-range development plans If
the statewide enrollment projection does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling statewide needs for the establishment of
the new campus must be demonstrated

13 Statewrde enrollment projected for the Califor-
nia State University system should exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing State Uni-
versity campuses as defined by their enrollment
cethings If the statewide enrollment projection does
not exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the
system, compelling regional needs must be demon-
strated. In order for compelling regional needs to be
demonstrated, the segment must gpecify how these
regional needs deserve prionty attention over com-
peting segmental prionties

14 Enrcllment projected for a commumty college
district should exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity of existing district campuses If the district
enrollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity of existing district campuses,
compelling regional or local needs must be demon-
strated. In order for compelling regional needs to be
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demonstrated, the segment must specify how these
regional needs deserve prionty attention over oth-
ers 1n the State.

15 Enrollments projected for community college
campuses must be within a reasonable commuting
time of the campus, and should exceed the mimmum
s1ze for & community college district established by
legislation (1,000 urats of average daily attendance
[ADA] two years after opening)

2. Alternatives to new campuses
or off-campus centers

21 Proposals for a new campus or off-campus cen-
ter should address alternatives to estabhishment of
new institutions, 1ncluding (1) the possibility of
establishing an off-campus center instead of a cam-
pus; (2) the expansion of existing campuses, (3) the
increased utihzation of existing campuses, such as
year-round operation, (4) the increased use of exist-
ing facilities and programs in other postsecondary
education segments, and (5) the use of nontradition-
al modes of 1nstructional delivery, such as telecom-
munication and distance learming

22 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, meclud-
ing alternative sites for the campus or center must
be articulated and documented.

3. Serving the disadvantaged

The campus or center must facilitate access for the
economically, educationally, socially, and physically
disadvantaged

4. Geographic and physical accessibility

The physical, social, and demographic characteris-
tics of the location and surrounding service areas for
the new campus or center must be included There
must be a plan for student, faculty, and staff trans-
portation to the proposed location Plans for student
and faculty housmg, including projections of needed
on-campus residential facilities, should be mcluded
as appropriate For locations which do not plan to
maintain student on-campus residences, reasonable
commuting time for students must be demonstrated



5 Enwironmental and social impoct

The proposal must 1nclude a copy of the enviren-
mental impact report. To expedite the review pro-
cess, the Commission should be provided all mfor-
mation related to the environmental 1mpact report
process as 1t becomes available to responsible agen-
aies and the public

6 Effects on other institutions

6.1 Other segments, institutions, and the commu-
mty 1n which the campus or center 1s to be located
should be consulted during the planmng process for
the new facility, especially at the time that alterna-
tives to expansion are explored. Strong local, re-
gional, and/or statewide interest 1n the proposed fa-
cility must be demonstrated.

62 The establishment of 2 new University of Cali-
fornia or Califorma State Unmiversity campus or cen-
ter must take 1nto consideration the impact of 2 new
facihity on existing and projected enrollments 1n the
neighbonng 1nstitutions of 1ts own and of other seg-
ments

63 The establishment of a new community college
campus muat not reduce existing and projected en-
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rollments 1n adjacent community colleges -- erther
within the district proposing the new campus or 1n
adjacent distnicts -- to a level that will damage their
economy of operation, or create excess enrollment
capacity at these institutions, or lead to an unneces-
sary duplication of programs

T Academic planning and program justification

The programs projected for the new campus must be
described and justified An academic master plan,
including general sequence of program plans and
degree level plans, and a campus plan to implement
such State goals as access, quality, intersegmental
cooperation, diversification of students, faculty, ad-
mimstration and staff for the new campus, must be
provided The proposal must include plans to pro-
vide an equitable learnming environment for the re-
cruitment, retention and success of histenically un-
derrepresented students,

8 Consideration of needed funding

A cost analysis of both capital outlay estimates and
projected support costs for the new campus or per-
menent off-campus center, and possible options of
alternative funding sources, must be provided
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GUIDE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS

PROJECTION OF ENROLLMENT
AND ANNUAL AVERAGE WEEKLY STUDENT CONTACT HOURS
FOR NEW COLLEGES AND EDUCATIONAL CENTERS

Under Califorria Postsecondary Education Commussion (CPEC) guidelines community
college districts must provide enrollment projections for new colleges and educational
centers. If state funding 1s required for a new institution the enroliment projections must
be approved by the Demographic Research Unit (DRU), Department of Finance (DOF)

Districts may submit enrollment projections between September and January Review will
take place between October and February with a minimum of four weeks for review. If
more enrollment projections are submitted than can be reviewed by DRU staff in the time
available, projections will be prioritized by the Caifornia Community Colleges Chancellor's
Office, Facihties Planning Unit for DRU review

DRU staff are available on a imited basis to meet with districts during the development
of a projection on 1ssues such as data, projection methodology, and assumptions to
assure conformity with the guidelines

A projection for a new Institution must include the following data with all assumptions
articulated and supported by documentation before DOF will approve the projection

Demographic Research Unit
Department of Finance

915 L Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-3701
(916) 322-4851
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DATA

Site description

Opening date and description of the proposed curriculum as it 1S expected to
develop over the projection period

This section must also address associated changes that can be expected in the
ratios of full-time to part-time students, credit to noncredst students, day to evening
students, and older to younger students. Also include a discussion of the impact
of the proposed development on the programs currently in place in the district and
on all neighboring colleges

Population projections

Population projections from the local council of governments or county planning
agency for (a) the county, (b) the district, and (c) the service area of the new
institution, or for the geographic areas that best approximate those boundaries (for
example, ZIP codes or census tracts) must be provided.

The district must document the source of the projections, including the date of
their release and the levels of detail for which they are available (geographic detail,
time intervals, and age/gender detall)

State Administrative Manual Sections 1101 and 1103 require that the population
forecasts used in planning not exceed Department of Finance projections on a
regional basis If the population projections used by the district exceed the
Department of Finance projections, they must be made consistent.

Although not required, it 1s recommended that the projections be controlled upward
to the most recent Department of Finance popuiation projections at the county
level, if local population forecasts are below DOF

Iif the local planning agencies and the local council of governments have no
subcounty-level population projections, a letter from those agencies confirming that
fact 1s required. In that case, the most recent Department of Finance county
population projections may be used in combination with 1980 Census data by
census tract to determine the proportion of the county population within the service
area and within the district.

Population age 18 through 64 is to be used as the base for calculating participation
rates and for projecting community college enroliment. It may be preferable to use
greater detail by gender, ethnicity, and age (ages groups 18-24, 25-34, 35-64), if
the population of the service area differs in composition from the remainder of the
district’s population
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Service area and maps

The district must identify the primary service area of the new institution and provide
a map showing the district and the service area borders in terms of the geographic
boundaries used in the population projections (e.g., if the population projections
are available by ZIP code, the district must define the service area in terms of ZIP
codes and provide a ZIP code map of the district).

The service area must be justified by documented sttendance patterns evident in
the district’s enroliment data and within a reasonabie commute tme. Population
outside of the district’s boundaries may be used in a projection only with the
written approval of both the Community Colleges Chancellor's Office and CPEC

A map illustrating roads and commute patterns in the area expected to generate
students for the new institution must also be included

Enroliment data

The district must provide unduplicated fall first-census enrollment for the most
recent year consistent with its official fall first-census data reported by the
Community Colleges Chancellor's Office cross-tabulated

a) by residence of student by ZIP code, census tract, or other unit of
geography consistent with the geographic divisions for which population
projections are available, and

b) by location of attendance

A format example I1s attached (Form 1).

Note. All students, regardless of residence are included
Historical data

The projection must provide a history of enrollment and annual average weekly
student contact hours for day credit, evening credit, and noncredit categories for
all current programs which will be absorbed by the new insttution. Ten years of
historical data are required for recognized educational centers; three years of
historical data are required for outreach operations For example, if an entrre
outreach operation (site 1) and one small program from a college (site 2) are to
be moved to a proposed educational center, historical data (not projected data)
must be provided for each site as well as for the remainder of the district. Sample
worksheets are attached (Forms 2 and 3)

it 1s critical for approval of the projections that the enroliment and annual average
WSCH used in the projection be consistent with the distnict’s official numbers
reported by the Community Colleges Chancsllor's Office  An explanation of the
method of calculating annual average weekly student hours (WSCH) follows.
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Projection

Projections must meet the requirements of both the Community Colleges
Chancslior's Office and CPEC. A recommended format is attached (Form 4).

CPEC's guidelines requirs the following:

For a proposed new education center, enroliment projections for each of
the first five years of operation (from the center’s opening date), must be
provided. For a proposed new college or university campus, enrollment
projections for each of the first ten years of operation (from the college’s or
campus’s opening date) must be provided When an existing educational
center is proposed to be converted to a new college or university campus,
the center's previous enroilment history, or the previous ten year's history
(whichever 1s less) must also be provided

Copy of “Letter of intent to Expand” with attachments

21
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Appendix B

Form 1

ENROLLMENT DATA

Use Fall first-census UNDUPLICATED total enroliment by ZIP code by site (institution or outreach
operation). Each site that will be moved to the new instituhon should be listed as weli as the
remainder of the district. Data for several small outreach operations in the service area may be
grouped as one site if they are all similar and will be moved to the new Institution. Grouped data
must have a footnote listing the sites.

STUDENTS ATTENDING MORE THAN ONE INSTITUTION SHOULD BE COUNTED IN ONLY ONE

INSTITUTION. If a significant number of students attend more than one institution, please note their
total number, where they were counted, and which other institution they attend.

Facility
Site 1 + Site 2 + Remainder/Dist = Total District*
(Include students enrolled in BOTH day and evening)
Total Enroliment

ZIPS 9

Center Subtotal
All other ZIPS

' Sum of ZIPS

* District envollment should match district enroliment reported on the Department of Finance
report, " Projection of Fall Enrollment and Annual Average WSCH." Distnicts with more sites
will need more data columns. - '

— d 23



Appendix B
Form 2

HISTORICAL ENROLLMENT DATA

Fall first-census UNDUPLICATED enroliment should be listed for each institution or outreach
operation site that will be moved to the new institution, and for the remainder of the district.
Data for several small outreach operations in the service area may be grouped consistent with
Form 1.

Facility

Category
and Years Site 1 + Site 2 + Remainder/Dist. = Total District*

Eve Credit
1988-89

1989-80

| 1890-91
|

redit

1688-89
1989-90
1690-91

ncredit
1688-89
1889-90
1990-91

Total
1988-89

‘ 1989-90

|
1990-91

* Columns should add to "Total District.” "Total District" should match the Department of
Finance report, “Projection of Fall Enroliment and Annual Average WSCH" for day credi,
evening credit and noncredit categories. Districts with more sites will need more data

columns. 25




Appendix B
Form 3

HISTORICAL WSCH DATA
(Please see attached instruction sheet for caiculation of WSCH)
Annual average WSCH should be listed for each institution or outreach operation site that will
be moved to the new institution, and for the remainder of the district. Data for several small
outreach operations in the service area may be grouped consistent with Form 1.
Facility:

Category
and Years Site 1 + Site 2 + Remainder/Dist. = Total District*

Eve Credit
1988-89
1989-90
1990-91
Day Credit
1988-89
1889-90
1990-91
Noncredt
1988-89
1989-S0
1990-91
Total
1988-89
1989-90
1990-91
* Columns should add to “Total District." "Total District" should match the Department of
Finance report, “Projection of Fall Enrollment and Annual Average WSCH" for day cradit,

evening credit and noncredit categories. Districts with more sites will need more data
columns. ~ 27



Appendix B

COMPUTATION OF ANNUAL AVERAGE WSCH
FROM STUDENT CONTACT HOURS REPORT

The "Community Colleges Student Contact Hours" for the fiscal year, P-3, i1s prepared by
the Chancellor's Office in August each year. This report contains Summer, Fall, Winter,
and Spring WSCH data.

For all schools: Calculate the number of weeks In the academic year by dividing the
. number of term days by five

Day credit. Add total hours for day dally census procedure courses and actual hours of
attendance procedure courses Divide that total by the number of weeks In the
academic year and add it to the day mean of all weekly census procedure courses
(first census WSCH for each term, divided by the number of terms)

Evenina credit: Repeat the same procedure for extended day.

Noncredit Noncredit is reported under actual hours of attendance procedure coursas,

noncredit courses Divide the total noncredit hours by the number of weeks in the
academic year

Keep in mind that
Summer intersession courses are never included in the calculations.
Computations are done at the campus level, then summed to the district level

Computations for day credit and evening credit inciude work experience and
Independent study

Student contact hours are the sum of hours for resident and nonresident students

Demographic Research Unit
Department of Finance

915 L Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-3701

29



Appendix B

0coe
6661
866} -
661"
9661

9661 {84 uedo 0} PeNPBYIS JBILSD [BUOHEINPS MBN

Form 4

U3 HOSM W ug HOSM  Juaw U3 HOSM  lusw "Ju3 HOSM  usw
JHOSM o3 /HOSM -loJuz  /HOSM -jojuz  /HOSM -|0Ju3

V101 11d34O-NON HJ3AHO ONINIAT 1id3dD Ava

H31N3D TVYNOILLYONA3 M3IN V HO4 NOILO3roudd 40 JdNVX3

G661
v661
€661
c661
1661

poajosloid

0661
6861
886}

JEOLIOISIH

el
ied
JO
legA

31




Appendix B

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS

The following is a suggested method of developing enroliment projections for new
institutions. Other methods may also be acceptable provided that they are (a) adequately
documented with the requested data, (b) based upon official population projections, and
(c) based upon reasonable, justified assumptions. If a method other than the suggested
method is chosen, the district should discuss the method with DRU staff.

1.

Match the student data with the population data. K the geography of the
population data is not the same as the student data geography, then the two units
of geography must be assigned as whole units or proportions of units to the
proposed service area and to the remainder of the district. Maps and enrollment
data provided by the distnict must clearly illustrate and support the assignment.

Calculate historical participation rates using enroliment data (from Data, step 5)
and population (age 18 - 64 if possible). A participation rate is enroliment divided
by population multiplied by 1000. Three sets of rates are needed-

a) rates for the aggregated sites which will be incorporated by the new
Institution - divide total enrollment from those sites by the population of the
proposed service area

b) rates for the proposed service area - divide the total of all district students
who reside within the service area boundaries by the population of the
service area and

c) rates for the remainder of the district - divide all district students minus the
number of students residing in the service area (students in 2 b) by the
population of the remainder of the district (district population less proposed
service area population)

Generally if the new institution will provide a credit program only, only credit
enrollment 1s used n all the calculations.

To derive total enroliment for the years between the current year and the first year
the new institution will be open, multiply the participation rate calculated in step 2.a
by the projected service area population for each year This method assumes no
significant changes in participation rate between the last year for which enroliment
data are avalable and the opening of the new instituton This assumption may
require vanation based upon circumstances in the district (avalable space and
resources, for example).

An assumption must be made at this point regarding the participation rate that will
be reached in the service area after the new institution 1s open. Depending upon
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how closely the new institution's curriculum resembles the course offerings
available at other insttutions in the district, and how closely the service area
resembles the rest of the district, assume that the participation rate will reach 75%

to 100% of the remainder of district participation rates. The participation rate for |

residents of the service area should not exceed the participation rate for the
remainder of the district.

To project total enroliment for the new institution, calculate the difference between
the participation rate for the proposed service area and the participation rate for
the remainder of the district adjusted in step 4 ((2.c * x%) - 2 b} Add this figure
to the participation rate for the outreach and existing institutions which will be
moved to the new institution (step 2.a). The result will be the participation rate for
the new Iinstitution, once it is established. Normally this new participation rate is
phased n over the first three years of operation Total enrollment 1s the result of
multiplying the projected population by the participation rate.

Note. Some students included in the calculation of step 2.b may attend classes
elsewhere In the distnct Generally, 1t is assumed that the participation of these
students at other district faciities will remain constant throughout the projection,
but this assumption may be adjusted depending upon the district’s overall capacity
and projected growth. For example, if the district’s existing Institutions can absorb
more service area students, it may be appropriate to assume that they will serve
a greater proportion If, however, the district’s institutions are already impacted
and population growth In the remainder of the district will exceed the capacity of
the district’s existing facilities, then it may be appropriate to assume that a smaller
proportion will be served by existing facilities once the new institution is opened

The proportions of students 1n day credit, evening credt, and noncredit categories
are to be based on the history of the programs being absorbed by the new
Institution, In line with the program description for the new institution, and apphed
to the projected enroliment total. Generally the proportions will not change until
the new instritution opens

Project the annual average WSCH to enroliment ratios for each category, day
credit, evening credit, and noncredt, reflecting the developments described in the
curriculum explanation. Generally ratios are held constant until the new institution
opens, then gradually increased to more closely resemble the district’s ratios. The
ratios for a center are normally lower than they are for a fully developed college.

Calculate annual average WSCH for the projection period by multiplying
enrollments by the ratios deveioped in the previous step. This process must be
repeated for day credit, evening credit, and noncredit, then summed to the total.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - GRAY DAVIS, Govemnor

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

915 L STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3706

August 28, 2000

Dr. Warren H. Fox, Executive Director
California Postsecondary Education Commission
1303 J Street, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 95814-2938

Dear Dr. Fox:

The Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance has reviewed and approves the following
corrected enrollment projection for the proposed California State University Channel Islands:

Year Total Fall Enrollment College Year FTE
2002-2003 - 2,265 1,320
2003-2004 2,714 1,678
2004-2005 3,143 2,062
2005-2006 3,545 2,467
2006-2007 3,991 2,947
2007-2008 4,487 3,313
2008-2009 4,944 3,651
2009-2010 5,332 3,937
2010-2011 5,702 4,210
2011-2012 6,008 - 4,436
2012-2013 6,274 4,633
2013-2014 6,475 4,781
2014-2015 6,616 4,886
2015-2016 6,758 4,990
2016-2017 6,880 5,080
2017-2018 6,993 5,163
2018-2019 7,109 5,249

The original approval letter dated August 9, 2000, contained a typographical error. The correct
enrollment projection for 2015-2016 is 6,758 rather than 6,785.

Sincerely,

<

inda Gage, Chief
Demographic Research Unit
Department of Finance

cc: Senior Policy Analyst Beth Graybill, California Postsecondary Education Commission
Chancellor Charles B. Reed, California State University
Executive Vice Chancellor David S. Spence, California State University
President J. Handel Evans, CSU Channel Islands
Assistant Vice Chancellor Gary Hammerstrom, California State University
Special Consultant Frank Jewett, California State University
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Appendix C

Appendix C isincluded in the full report. To request
a copy of Appendix C, it may be ordered by e-mail at
IPublicationReguest@cpec.cagov| , or by writing the
Commission at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento,
Ca. 95814-2938; or by telephone at (916) 322-9268.
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